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ABSTRACT 
This study examined the perceptions of adjunct faculty in higher education to gather their 
opinion on professional development that was offered and the professional development they feel 
is needed and whether institution type or career cluster was significant in determining their 
perception.  This causal-comparative, quantitative research study utilized an online survey and 
included 220 adjuncts from within the United States.  The study utilized one-way ANOVA to 
determine if there were statistically significant differences in means between the institution types 
and career clusters of adjunct faculty related to professional development offered and needed. It 
was found that there were statistically significant differences in the professional development 
offered and needed for both the institution types and career clusters.  The resulting analysis 
provides recommendations for academic leaders to the significance of the institution type and the 
adjunct’s career cluster in fulfilling the needs of adjuncts when planning professional 
development.    
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Background and Significance 
The importance of adjunct faculty to colleges and universities cannot be understated as 
this cohort of “contingent, non-tenure-track faculty teach up to 75% of all undergraduate classes 
in the United States” (Bessette, 2014, p. 16).  As funding decreases for institutions, the use of 
adjunct instructors will likely increase because they cost less than full-time faculty, do not 
receive traditional employee benefits, cannot receive tenure, and are scheduled according to 
staffing needs (Ferguson & Shaw, 2013).  Morton (2012) states, that “institutions of higher 
education desire quality adjuncts, yet fail to invest in their adjunct to produce that quality” (p. 
396) and this lack of investment may impact the adjuncts’ commitment to professional 
development. 
   McGuire (1993) considered using adjuncts to be a feasible strategy for containing costs 
and maintaining elasticity with changing enrollment.  However, most adjuncts are placed into 
teaching positions based on their professional experience often do not receive an orientation to 
teaching, and do not have a teaching or training background (McGuire, 1993).  When schools 
permit adjuncts to teach without adequate training, while having the expectation that adjuncts 
teach at the same level as full-time faculty, it may produce a state of affairs where the caliber of 
education can diminish.  Inquiry led by the Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2010) report 
that "when all instructors are appropriately made up and are active participants in curriculum 
preparation, student advising, and campus life, then learning flourishes and student retention and 
completion rates increase" (p. 5). 
Lyons (2007) states, "because part-time faculty play such an influential role in 
instruction, the quality of their teaching and the opportunities they have for professional 
development  should  be key concerns for academic leaders" (p. 5).  As the number of adjunct 
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faculty increases in higher education, the need to develop the profession rests on both the adjunct 
faculty and the institution because the “exponential growth of online classes, programs, and 
faculty presents threats to academic quality assurance” (McDaniel & Shaw, 2010, p. 5).  The 
threat to academic quality fostered by the insignificance in separately developing the needs of 
adjunct faculty can impact the survival of an academic institution.  Research conducted in 4-year 
public institutions by Ehrenberg and Zhang (2005), showed that graduation rates decreased by 
2.65% for every 10% increase in part-time faculty.  The main causes for the decrease in 
graduation was attributed to the lack of interaction and support that students welcomed by their 
part-time instructors.   
Strickland (2012)  stated:  
To your students, a faculty member is a faculty member.  And in the institutional 
 culture, there is a difference.  The question we need to ask is: How do we ensure that the 
 student doesn’t know there is a difference?  And what are we doing to ensure that 60% 
 of our  faculty human resources who face students on a day-to-day basis are being 
 successful in the classroom?  (p. 1) 
Leaders of institutions of higher education need to inspire their adjunct faculty to become 
professional instructors in their classrooms by becoming engaged in developing their skills 
outside of lectures so that students continue to receive a high quality of instruction, regardless of 
the faculty member (Guskey, 1986).  Guskey (2002) concluded that “high-quality professional 
development is a central component in nearly every modern proposal for improving education” 
(p. 381).  Although most institutions provide some form of professional development to faculty, 
most programs are poorly attended and are “intellectually superficial, disconnected from deep 
issues of curriculum and learning, fragmented, and noncumulative” (Ball & Cohen, 1999, pp. 3-
4).  Guskey (1986) also points out that professional development programs fail because they do 
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not account for what motivates teachers to engage in professional development.  Merriman, 
Schmidt and Dunlap-Hinkler (2007) state that, “leaders who fail to recognize and adapt to these 
differences risk alienating a growing segment of the workforce” (p. 6). Other research conducted 
by Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007), stated: “Professional development affects 
student achievement through three steps.  First, professional development enhances teacher 
knowledge and skills.  Second, better knowledge and skills improve classroom teaching.  Third, 
improved teaching raises student achievement”. (p. 4) 
When schools fail to adequately improve the human capital they lose contact with the 
experience of their staff.  On campuses which utilize adjunct faculty extensively, 
underestimating the training needs of adjunct faculty could translate into difficulty with 
acquiring and retaining an investment in human capital and may diminish the educational quality 
for students. 
Problem Statement 
Adjunct faculty members are getting increasingly important to higher education, and 
these institutions understand the importance of developing this educational activity resource.  
Adjunct faculty needs encouragement to be more engaged in the institution and the changing 
environment of teaching.  With adjunct faculty as the most rapidly growing segment of higher 
education employees (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013), leadership must realize the 
importance of the desire for professional development as it relates to a faculty member’s 
perceptions to participate in professional development.   
The Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2010) in their brief One Faculty Serving All 
Students states: 
There is much debate about the current state and future of higher education in the United 
 States.  A major focus of that debate is whether the system we now have is helping 
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 enough students attain their goals, which may be an academic degree, employment, 
 retraining, or the advancement of knowledge.  That debate must include the very people 
 most responsible for helping students achieve their goals: the faculty.  If we are to 
 maintain a world-class system of higher education and help all students achieve success, 
 we must have a strong faculty with the support necessary to carry out its professional 
 responsibilities. (p. 15) 
When institutions do not adequately provide resources to their adjunct faculty on 
pedagogy and andragogy, it doesn’t serve their students, and what is at stake is the level of 
investment in our students (Strickland, 2012).  Adjunct faculty members are not a homogeneous 
group of employees.  Some are engaged in the institution, while others show up and deliver their 
lecture.  The importance in growing adjunct faculty is to learn about their needs for professional 
development and deliver programs that can translate directly into the classroom.  This study will 
identify the perception that adjuncts have towards professional development that is being offered 
to them by their institution and what adjuncts feel that they need in professional development.    
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this causal-comparative study was to investigate how adjunct faculty 
perceive the professional development courses that are being offered, and what adjuncts perceive 
as professional development needed.  Since adjuncts have many motivations for teaching, these 
perceptions may change by the adjunct’s institution type and career cluster.  The Coalition on the 
Academic Workforce (2012) report observed many adjuncts have a commitment toward 
teaching; however, few institutions provide them with opportunities for professional 
development.  This is “another indicator that institutions are not investing in maintaining and 
improving the quality of instruction” (p. 14).  The outcomes of this survey can be used by 
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decision makers to distinguish the singular needs of adjunct staff for professional development 
with considerations separate from full-time faculty.   
This study can also be used by institutions to request the resources for developing 
targeted adjunct professional development programs to help improve student persistence.  It can 
likewise be employed to open a dialog that shows the commitment that adjuncts have towards 
professional development between administrators, full-time faculty, and adjunct faculty.  
According to Truehart (2011), “the colleges that have an easier time engaging adjunct faculty are 
those that think strategically about creating connections between adjuncts and full-time faculty 
by fostering collaborative dialogue on issues of student success and workforce development” (p. 
12).  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative research study was to test the 
independent variables of institution type and career cluster to the dependent variables of the 
adjunct faculty’s perceptions of the following areas: professional development offered by their 
institution, professional development needed and if professional development improves 
classroom performance.  This study controlled for adjunct faculty that have more than one 
teaching experience at multiple locations and was limited to institutions in the United States.  
Also adjuncts that seek professional development privately, at their own expense, away from 
their institution will be controlled.   
Significance of the Study 
Adjuncts are on the front line of teaching students at community colleges, colleges, and 
universities.  They are also becoming the majority of teachers in the online environment at for-
profit institutions (Allen & Seaman, 2013).  Through surveying the perceptions that adjuncts 
have on professional development based on institution type and career cluster, institutions can 
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enhance their professional development programs to provide classroom skills that augment the 
professional experiences of adjunct faculty.  By identifying opportunities to improve their 
teaching, adjuncts may take an active role in developing teaching skills to supplement and 
increase the quality of their teaching.   
Ingvarson, Meiers, and Beavis (2005) state that:  
Recent research confirms the importance of teachers being actively engaged in their own 
learning, but it is the nature of this engagement that seems to matter as much, if not more, 
than the level.  Effective professional development programs draw teachers into an 
analysis of their current practice in relation to professional standards for good practice. 
(p. 8) 
The study will provide administrators information on the importance that adjuncts place 
on professional development.  Future planning of programs specific to the needs of adjuncts 
based on institution type and career cluster of adjuncts may increase participation and provide 
specialized training.  Adjuncts may find this study to be meaningful by increasing awareness of 
their need to develop their knowledge, beyond their professional experience, to support their 
students.    
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
Adjunct instructors often come to colleges with experience in their profession, but often 
without prior experience or instruction in adult learning.  Having knowledge of their needs for 
esteem and self-actualization, while conducting research on the adjunct’s perspective on 
professional development, can help make them more productive in teaching and contributing to 
the institution.  This study determined there are differences in the perception of professional 
development based on the professional development that is offered, the adjuncts’ perceived need 
for professional development based on institution type and adjunct career cluster.   
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The research questions (RQ) and the associated null hypotheses in this research are: 
 RQ1: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development course offered 
between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
 H01: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
RQ2: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
H02: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
RQ3: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development courses offered 
between adjunct career clusters? 
H03: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjunct career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument. 
RQ4: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjunct career clusters? 
H04: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument. 
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Identification of Variables 
The two independent variables in this research study are: institution type (college, 
university, community college, or other) and career cluster (Traditionalist, Migrant, Bridger, or 
Mentor) as defined by Gappa and Leslie (1993) and Creswell (2009).  
The dependent variables are the adjunct’s perceptions of professional development 
offered and the adjunct’s perception of professional development needed.  The extraneous 
variables are full-time faculty, teaching at multiple locations, and professional development 
opportunities outside of the school.  The control variables are the participants must be an adjunct 
and must report on one college experience if they teach at multiple institutions. 
Definitions 
Adjunct faculty: Part-time, contract, or temporary faculty at a college, university, or community 
college. 
Bridger cluster:  This cluster differs from the other clusters because they also rate transition to 
retirement and supplementing income as major reasons for teaching (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). 
Institution:  Refers to a community college, college, or university. 
Mentor cluster:  Adjuncts who are motivated by only one reason for taking adjunct 
employment—to share experiences with students through mentoring (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). 
Migrant cluster: Adjuncts who teach at multiple institutions and have different motivations for 
becoming an adjunct.  The top-rated reasons are: “lack of available full-time teaching positions, 
stepping stone to full-time teaching at this institution, to gain teaching experience (Gappa & 
Leslie, 1993).  These adjuncts are looking to become full-time faculty.  
Perception:  How an adjunct feels about the professional development of the institution. 
Professional development:  improvement of knowledge and skills beyond any initial training to 
do one’s job (Gray, 2005). 
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Traditionalist cluster:  This group of adjuncts stated that the leading reason for taking adjunct 
work is “to share professional experience with students and to a lesser extent, to apply expertise 
to a different type of work (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). These adjuncts are motivated by teaching in 
their area of professional expertise. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Adjunct faculty are the most rapidly growing segment of higher education employees 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013) and leadership in education will find it important 
to examine the adjuncts’ desire for growth as it relates to an individual faculty member’s reasons 
and motivations for continued professional development.  The focus of this study is to examine 
how adjunct career clusters differ in their desire for professional development, and their 
perception of what is offered and needed by the institution type (college, university, or 
community college).  The differences in these perceptions can help administrators to retain and 
grow a vital teaching resource. 
The majority of adjunct faculty enters the field of teaching to give back to students in 
their area of expertise (Bessette, 2014).  These are the Traditionalist adjunct faculty.  Institutions 
should look to develop their adjunct faculty beyond their area of expertise, with opportunities to 
improve classroom efficiency and advanced professional development.  One method for 
accomplishing this is to prepare and implement professional development plans that fit the needs 
of part-time faculty members.  According to Sawyer, Kata and Armstrong (2014), faculty 
professional development should focus on pedagogical best practices, and also on the student 
support services to help with the student experience.  Therefore, if institutions are to be 
successful, they must engage their adjunct employees to guide students to achieve the most from 
their education. 
Van Brummelen (2009) states “All of us have certain explicit and implicit worldview 
beliefs” (p. 56) and instructors bring these views into their classrooms on a daily basis.  There 
needs to be a balance between the need to give back their expertise with a strong desire to grow 
professionally while continually developing new skills to help the adult student to learn.  As a 
teacher of adults, each adjunct brings their own values and beliefs to the classroom and needs to 
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actively “use pedagogical strategies to actively involve students” (Van Brummelen, 2009, p. 69).  
Grieve (1990), states the qualities of good teaching are more than knowing the subject matter.  A 
good teacher also “possesses a command of professional teaching skills and strategies" (p. 4).  
According to Nilson (2010), “Knowing both who your students are and how their minds learn is 
the starting point for teaching at its best” (p.3) and developing professionally will aid the adjunct 
to know their student’s needs.  Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger (2006), state that beyond any other 
factor, teachers have a significant influence on student achievement, but the impact varies 
depending on their teacher.   
Although the majority of adjunct faculty enters the field of teaching to give back to 
students in their area of expertise (Traditionalist), there are other reasons why adjuncts are 
attracted to teaching.  Others are trying to become full-time faculty (Migrants), while others 
teach for self-fulfillment (Mentors), or to supplement their income (Bridgers) (Watters & Weeks, 
1999).  Differences in adjuncts career cluster may determine their willingness to take part in 
professional growth.  Identifying adjunct faculty by a cluster could help to identify programs for 
development that would meet their individual needs.  This study could provide the basis for 
further research into the intrinsic value that adjuncts place on professional development, their 
desire to participate, and the effect it has on improving classroom performance.   
Theoretical Framework 
Although there has been previous research on adjunct faculty professional development 
(Backhaus, 2009; Messina 2011), additional research can build on their findings and determine if 
the availability of professional development and the value that adjuncts place on the training to 
improve their performance are factors.  In studying adjunct faculty’s perception, the theoretical 
framework uses three theories: Maslow’s (1943) Hierarchy of Needs; Bratton and Gold’s (1999) 
Human Resource Management (HRM) theory; and Bandura’s (1977) Theory of Self-efficacy for 
24 
 
understanding the desire and motivation of adjunct faculty towards school sponsored 
professional development. 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
Abraham Maslow (1943) produced the theory of motivation in his Hierarchy of Needs.  
In order to get employees to work, he investigated human motivation.  Maslow defined five 
needs: physiological; safety; love, affection, and belongingness; esteem; and self-actualization.  
These needs vary for each person and the needs must be met at a lower level in order to progress 
to the next higher level.  This research focuses on the third, fourth, and fifth layers of 
belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization.  Adjuncts must progress to stage two before these 
needs can be met.  When adjuncts are isolated by the college in online environments, or viewed 
as separate of the faculty, lack of the sense of belongingness affects their growth (Morton, 2012).  
Esteem needs are the fourth layer with a focus on two sets of needs that have importance to 
adjunct faculty.  One is the individual’s “desire for strength, for achievement, for adequacy, for 
confidence in the face of the world, and for independence and freedom.” (Maslow, 1943, p. 381).  
The second is “the desire for reputation or prestige (defining it as respect or esteem from other 
people), recognition, attention, importance, or appreciation” (Maslow, 1943, pp. 381-382).   
Since the majority of adjuncts are professionals in other fields, Maslow’s needs must be 
realized because if the adjunct does not feel that they belong, or if their input is not valued, they 
may allow the institution to move to another place that appreciates their input and shows them 
appreciation.  According to Herzberg’s Theory (1968), hygiene factors like achievement, 
recognition, and advancement contribute to the satisfaction/dissatisfaction in the work 
environment.  The fifth layer is self-actualization needs.  The needs from the previous four layers 
must be met before adjuncts can work on self-actualization.  Maslow (1943) defines self-
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actualization as “the desire for self-fulfillment, namely, to the tendency for [a person] to become 
actualized in what he [or she] is potentially” (p.382).   
In understanding Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, the institution can ascertain how to 
motivate workers to develop professionally in the organization.  Adjunct instructors come to 
colleges with experience in their profession and having knowledge of their own needs for 
belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization.  Targeted professional development can help make 
them more productive in teaching and contributing to quality of the institution.   
Human Resources Management Theory 
 The importance of the Human Resources Management Theory (HRM) is defined by 
Bratton and Gold (1999) where employees are defined as “human capital” and need to be 
supported and nurtured (p.71).  “Altogether, part-time/adjunct faculty members account for 47 
percent of all faculty, not including graduate employees.  The percentage is even higher in 
community colleges, with part-time/ adjunct faculty representing nearly 70 percent of the 
instructional workforce in those institutions” (American Academic, 2010, p. 3).  The need to 
have competent and developed employees directly contributes to the bottom line of an 
institution’s success (Bratton & Gold, 1999).   
 In an era with shrinking budgets, demands for student outcomes and retention, coupled 
with the growth in online programs, these issues makes adjunct faculty as important as the full-
time faculty to attain success.  The HRM theory was selected as one of the frameworks for this 
paper because of the level of “human capital” that is employed by institutions and the need by 
leadership to understand how they impact operations and retention of their students.  Adjuncts 
are sometimes hired without teaching experience and left to develop their teaching skills without 
institutional sponsorship. Investing in human capital recognizes that all labor is not equal and 
that quality can be improved through professional development. 
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Bratton and Gold (1999) originated the model that identified five functional areas for 
resource management: staffing, employee relations, employee growth, employee maintenance, 
and rewards.  They addressed the theoretical ideas of employee development and employee 
maintenance from the business world that can be applied to academia to support adjuncts in 
developing their commitment to teaching and to the institution. 
A significant focus on effectiveness and efficiency can be controlled through leveraging 
employee potential by developing the skills of adjuncts to improve performance.  Leaders should 
work to insure that they are taking care of their adjunct faculty by offering preparation and 
funding.  Professional development from a human resource management perspective is the 
balance to make sure that the teacher has the proper workload and the teacher can be assisted to 
become a more efficient and competent professional.   
Bandura: Self-efficacy Theory 
 The third theory is Self-efficacy that Bandura (1977) defined as the center of his social 
cognitive theory.  This is important to adjuncts since many teach in isolation and may not have 
knowledge of professional development opportunities.  Self-efficacy is defined as “a person’s 
belief about capability to produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over 
events that affect their lives” (Bandura, 1977, p. 71).  The need to develop adjunct faculty is 
defined by indirect experiences and social persuasion defined by Bandura (1994) as sources of 
influence.   
 Knowles (1980) corroborates this theory in stating:  
Adults have a self-concept of being responsible for their own lives . . . they develop a 
deep psychological need to be seen and treated by others as being capable of self-
direction.  Adults become ready to learn those things they need to know or to cope 
effectively with their real-life situations. (pp. 83-84) 
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The ability to learn effective teaching techniques from institution sponsored professional 
development may increase or decrease effectiveness, improve job performance, and may 
increase student retention.  These theories support the research that suggests that a teachers’ self-
actualization and self-efficacy needs are key to their perception of the need for professional 
development.  The Human Capital theory provides the institution with a benchmark for meeting 
the needs of a growing faculty asset to increase student achievement.  
Increased Utilization of Adjunct Faculty 
 Meixner, Kruck, & Madden (2010) describe two main yields of a university as being the 
“creation of knowledge through research and the dissemination of knowledge through teaching” 
(p. 141).  Adjuncts have played a key role in disseminating knowledge through teaching, 
whereas full-time faculty can continue to focus on research, curriculum design, and 
administration.  Adjunct faculty are being hired to handle the increased demand for classes, both 
in-person and online, while at the same time they provide the institution with a significant 
savings in salary and benefits.  
 According to a study by the American Academic (2010), adjuncts teach a significant 
number of the courses that are offered.  At the university level, 47 percent of teachers are 
adjunct, not including graduate employees.  The portion is still higher at community colleges, 
where adjuncts are upwards of 70 percent of the work force.  In 2008, 60% of the 1,138,734 
faculty members were outside the tenure system (Gappa, 2008).  The growth in non-tenure hiring 
may create a divide between the faculty as the number of adjuncts surpasses the full-time faculty.  
Institutions must find a means to bring about collaboration and mentoring between adjuncts and 
full-time staff.  Professional development programs that integrate the two types of faculty, but 
recognize the separation, will work towards delivering programs that are beneficial to the goals 
of delivering high quality instruction (Gappa, 2008).  
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 Wallin (2004), defines the varied terms used to describe adjunct faculty as “temporary 
faculty, part-time faculty, contingent workforce, expendable academics, non-tenure track faculty, 
adjunct faculty” (p. 374).  Adjuncts are defined differently by each institution and they do not 
have the same commitment that full-time faculty have for their institution.  According to 
Wagoner (2007), adjunct faculty is collectively the largest cohort of faculty employed in higher 
education.  Adjunct faculty now comprises almost half of all instructional professionals in 
American colleges and universities (Baron-Nixon, 2007) and 48% of the coursework in the first 
two years of college and university education is taught by adjunct faculty.  Adjuncts are so 
widely used throughout academia that they are not a homogenous group of employees and they 
are “numbering more than 700,000 and this population represents more than 70% of the 
contingent academic workforce” (Coalition on the Academic Workforce, 2012, p. 2).   
Cohen and Brawler (2003) state the major factor affecting the increase in the hiring of 
adjunct faculty was the decreased federal and state funding starting in the 1990s.  This resulted in 
the adjunct faculty becoming the largest segment of faculty in community colleges (Roueche, 
Roueche, & Milliron, 1995).  Many adjunct faculty is employed because of their professional 
experience, are not trained as instructors, and receive limited training in adult training.   
An adjunct faculty is typically employed on a term-to-term contract basis depending on 
the demands of the institution.  Since an adjunct is also considered a part time employee, this 
typically means they are not eligible for benefits and are often paid less than full-time faculty.  
Since this segment of employee teaches a wide array of topics from remedial to advanced 
courses (Gappa & Leslie, 1993), the use of adjunct faculty raises questions of educational quality 
and their effectiveness in teaching adult students (Haeger, 1998).   
Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron (1995), state that developing adjuncts should be a priority 
for leadership because of their impact on the quality of instruction.  Lyons (2007), states that 
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instructional policies must deliberately support the development of all instructors and a key to 
the future success of higher education lies in the ability to develop part-time teaching into a 
professional experience.  Many institutions have developed programs for their full-time faculty, 
but if these programs do not include adjunct instructors, a large gap in educational quality is 
likely to appear (Grubb, Badway, & Bell, 2003).  Umbach (2008) found a relationship exists 
between student success and the level of support given to adjuncts from their institution.   
 The literature reviewed emphasized that institutions mainly focus their professional 
development programs for full-time faculty towards improving student outcomes and learning, 
and often don’t invest a high value on the singular needs of adjuncts to deliver the same outcome 
(Guskey, 1995, 2000; Hawley & Valli, 1999).   
 According to Broad and Evens (2006), many professional development programs:  
 Continue to be dominated by a “one size fits all” transmission orientation to learning 
 and in many ways are unproductive.  Nothing has promised so much and been so 
 frustratingly wasteful as the thousands of workshops and conferences that led to no 
 significant change in practice when teachers returned to their classrooms.  These 
 strategies for professional learning, it is now understood, are no longer sufficient. (p.6) 
 Institutions should know the importance of student learning and how teachers impact 
student achievement. In not encouraging adjunct professional development, they ignore the 
importance of the contribution that adjuncts provide to student success.   
 Grant and Keim (2002) state that: 
 The increase in curricular practices also indicates that with changing enrollment 
 patterns, increased requirements for accountability, performance standards, and student 
 learning outcomes, faculty development must go beyond traditional practices with 
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 emphasis on teaching and finding ways to increase faculty knowledge about the teaching 
 and learning process. (p. 804)   
 Lustick and Sykes (2006), contend that teachers are motivated to learn when it impacts 
student needs and student learning.  When adjuncts took advantage of these programs they were 
more likely to take part in additional work and provide student support outside of the classroom 
(Umbach, 2008).  Adjuncts that do not take advantage of support were detached from their 
students, other instructors, and the institution (Schuetz, 2002).   
Advantages of Adjunct faculty 
The advantages that adjuncts bring to the institution relate to flexibility, professional 
workplace experience, the increased demand for flexibility in online programs, and for 
controlling faculty costs.   
Flexibility 
The reliance on adjunct faculty enables the institutions to expand and contract their 
teacher labor based on student enrollment.  Adjunct faculty provide flexibility in course 
scheduling since most are interested in working evenings, weekends, online, and can fill in 
during emergency needs (Lyons R. E., 2007).  The increase in adjuncts can be attributed to 
swings in enrollment in some programs (Jacobs, 1998).  Adjuncts are also employed when 
enrollment declines because they can support low enrollment programs since their cost is lower 
than courses that are run by full-time faculty (Kuchera & Miller, 1988).  This flexibility enables 
the college to support courses by employing adjunct faculty when enrollment numbers are too 
low to support a full-time position or to add faculty when enrollment increases (McGuire, 1993).   
Professional Experience 
Students benefit from the experiences of adjunct faculty because adjuncts often come 
from outside of the college and possess a depth of professional experience in their subject, have 
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productive career records, and often have specialized knowledge that the full-time faculty do not 
have (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Adjunct faculty often teach introductory courses with high-
enrollment, thus allowing tenure-eligible faculty to teach upper-division and graduate courses.  
Green (2007) determined that “students appreciate the fact that many adjuncts are practitioners 
who pepper their classroom lectures with real-world experiences.  The connections to the 
community that adjuncts bring with them improve the reputation of the college and provide 
internships and job opportunities for students” (p. 30).  In having adjuncts that are currently 
working in their professions in addition to teaching, they are able to augment their teachings with 
an added dimension of real- world experience that full-time faculty may not possess.   
Online Instruction 
The Internet has also transformed the way people interact and communicate in daily life.  
Many educational researchers and practitioners also believe that the web has vast potential to 
shape the way people learn.  According to the U.S. Department of Education (2011), in 2007–08, 
about 4.3 million undergraduate students, or 20% of all undergraduates, took at least one 
distance education course.  About 0.8 million, or 4% percent of all undergraduates, took their 
entire program through distance education.  The percentage of undergraduates who took any 
distance education courses rose from 16 percent in 2003–04 to 20% in 2007–08.  Greive and 
Worden (2000) suggested that the increase in Internet use will impact adjunct faculty as they 
“will be called upon to develop new skills to deliver new kinds of knowledge and competencies 
to the students of the future” (p. 10).  Institutions need to develop professional development 
opportunities for learning instructional design and andragogy techniques for online program 
delivery. 
Institutional Savings 
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Wilkinson (2003) stated that the primary advantage for hiring adjunct faculty for the 
institution is that they earn about one-third less than full-time faculty and rarely earn fringe 
benefits.  Monks (2007) point out that adjuncts earn 64% less per hour than full-time faculty and 
often do not receive benefits, thus the cost per class increases the revenue for the institution.   
As the cost of delivering education continues to rise, while funding from the government 
is decreasing, many institutions have to rely on an adjunct workforce.  Finder (2007) states that 
many university presidents say that budget cuts made it necessary to employ adjuncts to save 
money.  Adjuncts give the institution the flexibility to augment their full-time faculty through 
portable labor sources that can teach online, work evenings, and weekends to meet student 
demands (Banachowski, 1997).  The utilization of adjuncts has become so widespread that 
Lyons (2007) reported the some evening and weekend students may graduate having had every 
one of their courses taught by an adjunct.  
There are many advantages for institutions to employ an increase in adjunct faculty.  It 
enables institutions to accommodate the increase in non-traditional students who seek a 
postsecondary education and provides scheduling flexibility to the needs of student registration.   
Disadvantages of Adjunct Faculty 
There are many downsides to employing adjunct faculty that relate to job performance, 
commitment, turnover, student success, teaching knowledge, and their lack of professional 
development opportunities.   
Negative Job Performance  
Umbach (2007) argued that the contingent or part-time status of an adjunct negatively 
affects their job performance and they are less likely to collaborate with tenure-track faculty.  
Adjunct faculty are often underperforming in their delivery of instruction, because many 
adjuncts earn low wages (median pay for all courses $2,700) (Coalition on the Academic 
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Workforce, 2012), work in environments that do not develop their skills, and work in 
departments where they are not part of faculty decision making.  Therefore adjuncts spend less 
time preparing for class and spend less time interacting with students outside of the classroom.  
This is less in comparison to tenured and tenure-track faculty, that often have the additional 
responsibility of administration and mandated office hours to work with students (Umbach 
2007).   
Professional Commitment  
Landrum (2009) explored the assumptions that adjunct faculty are not committed to their 
teaching profession and are easy graders.  He explored instructional differences between faculty, 
and concluded that part-time faculty had an equal instructional capacity and provided similar 
grade distributions to full-time faculty, but there were substantial differences in the support 
mechanisms provided to adjunct faculty.  Adjuncts are often excluded from other institutional 
activities like book selection, committee membership, and department meetings (Wyles, 1998) 
and this lack of participation effects their commitment to the institution.  Adjuncts devote more 
time to teaching and not on the overhauls that the institution provides to facilitate student 
success.  They spend 91% of their time to teaching, compared to 60% for full-time faculty 
(Schmidt, 2005) and they are viewed by full-time faculty as transient faculty.  Full-time faculty 
often has other obligations outside of the classroom that decreases their class time and increases 
their commitment to the institution’s mission.   
Turnover and Retention 
When an institution employs a contingent work force, there are issues with turnover and 
retention.  This creates a financial burden in the recruitment, orientation, and training of new 
adjuncts.  Since many adjuncts are employed in outside professions, they cannot be available to 
fill an on-demand schedule.  Also the disparities in compensation with full-time faculty effect 
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adjunct turnover as they get frustrated in doing the same work for less wage.  Wielding a large 
contingent workforce is not an easy job as the institution must attract a pool of professionals with 
attractive assignments, while keeping them engaged to return each semester as class demand 
warrants.  Howard and Hintz (2002) state that institutions should have information to make the 
working conditions favorable while offering opportunities to increase adjunct effectiveness in the 
classroom.  Many universities are addressing adjunct turnover and training schemes for inclusion 
and adjusting pay rates for adjuncts.   
 By concentrating on reducing adjunct turnover and increasing retention, quality through 
consistency can be accomplished.  Green, Alejandro, & Brown (2009) note that professional 
development can aid in providing a well trained workforce that performs better over time 
through adjunct outreach, forming relationships, and developing better communication.  
Effects on Student Retention 
Literature has also identified that many adjuncts are ineffective in the classroom and this 
is a disadvantage to the success of the institution.  Research conducted in 4-year public 
institutions by Ehrenberg and Zhang (2005), showed that graduation rates decreased by 2.65% 
for every 10% increase in part-time faculty.  The decrease in graduation was attributed to the 
lack of interaction and support that students received by their part-time instructors.  Ronco and 
Cahill (2004) investigated the retention rates of first year college students as well as outcomes 
and achievement from a variety of disciplines.  Their study found that a student’s background 
and educational experience was more directly tied to retention.  Providing adjuncts professional 
development on the importance of retaining students and the effect their background has on 
success can increase student success. 
Many adjuncts receive little training on how to retain and motivate their students to 
complete their coursework.  Allen and Seaman (2013) state this has an effect on continued 
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enrollment of students if their needs are not being met by the faculty.  The lack of discipline by 
students to prepare for college level work rests with the faculty to help guide them to be 
successful, especially in the online environment where students often do not take advantage of 
support services. 
Allen and Seaman (2013) further state: 
Academic leaders express concerns about the need for more discipline on the part of 
 online students and lower retention rates.  The proportion of academic leaders who cite 
 the need for more discipline on the part of online students as a barrier has increased from 
 just over 80 percent in 2007 to 88.8 percent in 2012.  The perception of a majority of 
 chief academic officers at all types of institutions is lower retention rates for online 
 courses remains a barrier to the growth of online instruction. (p. 6) 
Lower Course Development Techniques 
Lei (2007) conducted a study of instructional quality in colleges and universities and 
determined that adjunct faculty, was less likely to employ instructional techniques to address 
multiple learning styles.  In a study conducted by Umbach (2007), he found that adjuncts 
“interact with students less frequently, use active and collaborative techniques less often, spend 
less time preparing for class, and have lower academic expectations” (p. 110).   
Schuetz (2002) surveyed full-time and part-time faculty on how they spent their time 
outside of the classroom in preparation of teaching.   
Her survey results indicate: 
 That part-timers are less likely to have revised their syllabus or teaching objectives in 
 the  past three years (87 percent vs. 97 percent), less likely to have prepared a replicable 
 or multimedia instructional program for use in the classroom (42 percent vs. 53 percent), 
 less likely to have ever developed extracurricular activities for students related to their 
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 fields (60 percent vs. 74 percent), and less likely to have spent no time planning 
 instruction (21 percent vs. 15  percent) on their most recent working day. (pp. 41-42) 
This research demonstrates that adjuncts are not prepared and sustained in course 
development and they are not taking advantage of, or they are being excluded from opportunities 
to flesh out their courses.  “Adjunct instructors are less connected to the institution than fulltime 
professors.  “As a result, these faculty may fail to develop professionally in ways that result in 
improved instruction” (Ferguson & Shaw, 2013, p. 10).   
Adjunct faculty is at a disadvantage for enhancing their instructional practices when they 
do not interact with their full-time colleagues.  Faculty that interact with their peers, attend 
administrative meetings, and join professional organizations often take advantage of gaining 
knowledge of effective instructional practices (Grubb, 1999; Tinto, 1993). 
Richardson (1992) suggested the lack of formal pedagogical training has a negative 
impact on a student’s success in the classroom and most are hired for their professional 
knowledge and many do not have teaching skills and knowledge of learning styles of adult 
learners.  Having advanced training in learning styles is important because of the high degree of 
diversity of the students attending college.   
Lack of Institutional Development 
Although there are many needs that adjunct faculty desire to be successful, Lyons (2007) 
has determined the following needs and requirements of adjuncts can be defined in the five 
areas: 
1.  A thorough orientation to the institution, its culture, and its practices; 
2.  Adequate training in fundamental teaching and classroom management skills; 
3.  A sense of belonging to the institution; 
4.  Both initial and ongoing professional development; and 
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5. Recognition for quality work that is perceived as appropriate and adequate. (p. 6) 
Strickland (2012) states that professional development for adjunct faculty should include: 
orientation for new instructors, “just in time” support, ongoing development programs, and 
engagement with full-time faculty.  Green (2007) identified ten content areas that are critical to 
adjunct faculty development: “the first day of the first week; student contact and interaction; 
cooperative learning; student outcomes, assessment, and feedback; relevance; pace of 
instruction; emotions and senses; teacher enthusiasm; teacher as model; and evaluations” (pp. 
36-37).  
Because many adjuncts are not available during normal business hours, it is important 
that professional development programs are delivered when and where adjuncts can access the 
programs.  According to Sawyer, Kata, and Armstrong (2014), professional development 
offerings for adjunct should be scheduled in the evenings and on Saturdays; technology sessions 
can be online through the use of webinars.  Institutions that have instructional support programs 
have a higher success rate in incorporating advanced teaching techniques and to address critical 
thinking (Keim & Biletzky, 1999; Lei, 2007).  Adjuncts should have the ability to gather 
information, resources, and the obtain guidance and growth from their peers (Nedd, 2006).  
Institutions need to identify theses disadvantages and isolate them as opportunities to improve 
performance. 
Growing Demand for Adjuncts in Online Learning 
 In 2011, the number of United States students enrolling in online courses has continued 
to grow, “with over 6.7 million higher education students taking at least one online course in the 
fall 2011 semester” (Allen & Seaman, 2013, p. 17).  In the same time frame, community colleges 
reported an “8.2 percent increase in distance education enrollments—substantially higher than 
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the overall increase in national campus enrollments, which averaged less than one percent 
nationally” (Instructional Technology Council, 2012, p. 7).   
 This growth in distance education has created a need for more adjunct instructors to teach 
online courses.  Adjuncts may need to have professional development opportunities in 
instructional technologies, pedagogy, and course delivery.  Beaudoin (2005) affirms, “Quality 
distance education requires changes in pedagogical practices” (p. 69).  Baran, Correia, and 
Thompson (2011) declare, that online faculty need “to adapt to new roles for creating effective 
and meaningful learning experiences” (p. 425).  Because of the increase in the need for adjuncts 
to teach courses online, it is important to be aware that online education has different obstacles 
than the conventional classroom.  According to a report by Allen and Seaman (2013), “in 2003, 
57.2 percent of academic leaders rated the learning outcomes in online education as the same or 
superior to those in face-to-face, and in 2013 that number is now 77.0 percent” (p. 5).  Academic 
leaders recognize the importance of quality in their online programs.  
Online Course Delivery 
 The structure of online courses involves a different skill set than conventional instruction.  
The time it requires to develop the course online requires proficiency in translating course 
requirements into a technology environment.  
 Allen and Seaman (2013) state that: 
 Academic leaders are well aware of this– they report they believe it takes more time and 
 effort for a faculty member to teach on online courses than to teach a corresponding 
 face-to-face course.  In 2006, 40.7 percent of academic leaders reported they believed 
 that it required more staff time and exertion to teach an online class.  Six years later the 
 belief is held even more strongly–the most recent results show 44.6 percent of chief 
 academic officers now report this to be the case. (p. 22) 
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 Given the unique styles needed for quality online course delivery, many adjuncts have 
not received adequate training that is different from in-person course delivery.  This is an 
opportunity for professional development to help adjunct faculty to acquire skills in online 
course delivery.  However, many adjuncts have not received training on online instruction.  
 Herman (2012) states that:  
 Faculty members are frustrated with professional development available for online 
 instruction: 70% of faculty members describe their institution’s support for online 
 instruction as average or below, and nearly 20% of all institutions do not offer any 
 support to faculty teaching online. (p. 88) 
 With the increasing demand for using adjunct faculty for online instruction and the rate of 
technological change, effective teaching may depend on how an instructor uses several teaching 
methods to meet a variety of diverse student needs.  Keim and Biletzky (1999) state, that adjunct 
faculty who participate in professional development activities tend to provide multiple 
instructional methods to meet the demands of adult students and that institutions should examine 
faculty use of opportunities for professional development related to instructional practices.  
 Online educators should adapt their instruction methods to integrate these learning styles 
towards the adult learner.  The Internet generation has different motives for learning compared 
with traditional pedagogies, and essentially involves a less controlled environment, which 
challenges established views of educational activity and scholarship.  
 When a faculty member teaches an online course for the first time, they tend to have a 
negative perception of this method of instruction.  Adjuncts perceive the lack of professional 
development, specifically in instructional design, as a barrier to developing online programs.  It 
poses a problem for institutions that are trying to grow their online presence (Herman, 2012).  
Graf, Albright, and Wheeler (1992) state that the “effective use of technology begins with a well-
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conceived course, with learning objectives and content carefully selected to meet student needs” 
(p. 10).  Many adjuncts can positively benefit from having professional development to increase 
teaching effectiveness.  
Instructionism and Andragogy 
In order to make a comparison of these theories it is important to understand how the 
changes in technology affect how students want to learn.  Education researchers have long 
observed that many of our schools are dominated by a model of teaching and learning called 
Instructionism.  This is where the teacher delivers relatively superficial information to passive 
students and is the teaching style that is most often delivered by adjuncts (Jonassen, Myers, & 
McKillop, 1996).  With an increasing number of adult learners returning to college, and many 
attending online, the old methods of teaching need to adapt to the needs of adult learners.   
Instructionism 
Instructionism defines a teacher’s perspective on teacher knowledge which starts from 
the instructor's understanding and transmission of content to the learners.  The content 
knowledge, the amount and organization of knowledge in the mind of the teacher, has been 
determined as the major factor between the instructor and the learners (Shulman, 1986).  This is 
a problem when transferring these courses to the online environment because cognitive research 
suggests that students learn most effectively when they are active, particularly if we want them to 
learn deeper conceptual understanding, and how to think creatively (Jonassen, Myers, & 
McKillop, 1996). 
Andragogy 
Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (1998) introduced the concept of andragogy.  It is learner 
focused in nature and there are six principles of andragogy for adults:  
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1.  Learners need to know how learning will be conducted; what learning will occur; and 
why learning is important.   
2.  Self-directed learning is the ability of taking control of the techniques and of the 
purposes of learning.   
3.  Prior experience of the learner impacts learning in creating individual differences, 
providing rich resources, creating biases and providing adults' self-identity.   
4.  Readiness to learn.  Adults become ready to learn when their life situations create a 
need to learn.   
5.  Orientation to learning.  Adults prefer a problem solving orientation in learning.  In 
particular, they can learn best when knowledge is presented in real-life context.    
6.  Motivation to learn.  Adults have high motivation to learn when the learner can gain 
the new knowledge to help them to solve important problems in their life. (p. 3) 
Andragogy stresses ownership of the learning process by learners, experiential learning, 
and a problem-solving approach to learning (Knowles, Holton III, & Swanson, 1998).  
Andragogy highlights that adults have life experience which they can apply to the coursework, 
and adults prefer problem-based learning that is applicable to their lives.   
Andragogy in the Online Environment 
The importance of andragogy in the online environment is especially important because 
of the unique learning style that it offers to its students.  Prensky (2001) defines a new 
technologically prepared student as a digital native and “these students are all “native speakers” 
of the digital language of computers, video games, and the Internet” (p. 1).  According to 
Prensky (2001), a digital native has access to information and is well versed in multi-tasking and 
visualizing instruction rather than receiving it through a lecture.  A digital native works in groups 
and need instant feedback and rewards for achieving goals.  This is in contrast to the traditional 
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over crowded classroom where lecture is the most usual method of instructing.  Following an 
andragogical approach, a teacher becomes a facilitator of learning, providing materials and 
resources and keeping discussions in the right direction, but stays out of the way to let learning 
happen.    
Adjunct faculty need to be aware of how their students learn and develop strategies to 
engage their students.  The impact of knowledge of andragogy over Instructionism and pedagogy 
will have a greater impact on students that were born in an era of digital media and these adult 
students are dramatically changing the way that they learn and teachers need to adapt to this new 
learner.   
Stages of Adjuncts 
 Many adjunct faculty enters teaching with varying expectations of what they want from 
their teaching experience and their goals of teaching.  In designing a professional development 
program the motivations and desire to teach should be taken into account as these will differ 
from full-time faculty.  
 According to a study by the American Academic (2010), they concluded that: 
 Most part-time/adjunct faculty members are motivated to work primarily by their desire 
 to teach and have been at their institutions a considerable amount of time.  About 57 
 percent of those surveyed say they are in their jobs primarily because they like teaching, 
 not primarily for the money. (p. 4) 
 In this research, adjuncts were grouped into a common set of career clusters to see if the 
stages in the adjunct’s career have an impact on their perception of professional development 
offered and needed.  Gathering research on the attitudes of faculty by career cluster will provide 
institutions with information to target training to the individual needs of adjuncts.  Increasing 
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participation in professional development through targeting the career cluster can provide a 
benefit to the institution in motivating adjuncts to attend professional development offerings.   
 The career clusters are established on the motivation for teaching as an adjunct.  
Leadership should learn about their institution’s adjunct mix of clusters to determine the 
motivation for being an adjunct and to help them integrate into the college.  With the increase in 
hiring of adjunct faculty, in spite of how adjuncts are being handled by their establishments with 
low pay and no benefits, there is little research on the reasons adjuncts chose to have these 
teaching assignments or continue to be an adjunct.   
 Wallin (2004) states that the importance of understanding the motivation of adjuncts 
should identify the following: “Do they hope to become full-time faculty?  Do they see teaching 
as a community service?  Are they cobbling together three or four adjunct positions to make a 
living?” (p. 389). 
 According to research on adjunct motivation for teaching, Hoyt (2012) states: 
For most adjunct faculty (53%), teaching at the university was a secondary source of 
income, and only 24% reported that it was their primary source of income.  For another 
32%, the position gave them the flexibility to pursue other interests, and 22% preferred to 
work part time.  About 20% hoped to obtain a full-time teaching position at the 
university, and 16% wanted a full-time teaching position at another institution.  (p. 135) 
 Many adjuncts are hoping to find a full-time position, while others are drawn to teaching 
to give back or mentor, while maintaining their full-time employment outside of teaching 
(Bedford, 2009).  Recent studies revealed initiatives to prepare professional development plans 
based on their motivation for educational activity.  Research conducted by Gappa and Leslie 
(1993) defined four basic types of adjunct faculty based on where they are in their career and 
their motivations for teaching.  The types are: Bridgers, Migrants, Mentors, and Traditionalists.  
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This research study will utilize these four groupings of career clusters to segment the adjunct 
faculty as to where they currently endure in their career track.   
Bridgers 
 Bridgers have few motivations for taking the adjunct job.  Like other clusters, they desire 
to share experiences with students.  However, this cluster differs from the other clusters because 
they also rate transition to retirement and supplementing income as major reasons for teaching 
(Backhaus, 2009, p. 43).  This cluster is interested in teaching their area of expertise and does not 
actively pursue the professional development opportunities of the other clusters.   
Migrant Cluster 
 The cluster, who teaches at multiple institutions, had different motivations for becoming 
an adjunct.  The top-rated reasons are: “lack of available fulltime teaching positions, stepping 
stone to full-time teaching at this institution, to gain teaching experience, to supplement income, 
to apply expertise to a different type of work and to stay active in profession” (Backhaus, 2009, 
p. 43).  The Migrants have different motivations than the other clusters, as they are looking for 
full time positions in teaching.  Their desire for professional development equates to their desire 
for full time employment and their commitment to the profession.  Participation in professional 
development builds their credentials to their current organization in the hope to get them noticed 
for full time employment.   
Mentors 
 Mentors are “motivated by only one reason for taking adjunct employment—to share 
experiences with students.  88% of this cluster is employed elsewhere, however, unlike the 
Traditionalist cluster, less than half (48%) of these work full-time in another capacity” (p. 43).  
This group has a strong need to give back their experience, but does not want to turn their 
adjunct teaching into a full-time opportunity.   
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Traditionalist Cluster 
 The Traditionalist cluster stated that the leading reasons for taking adjunct work is “to 
share professional experience with students and to a lesser extent, to apply expertise to a 
different type of work and to stay active in the profession” (Backhaus, 2009, p. 43) and “91% of 
these people are employed elsewhere”(p.43).  This demonstrates that adjunct faculty may not 
have a commitment to demonstrate advanced preparation in education, but they feel the desire to 
share their professional experience with students.  The teaching qualifications that adjuncts have 
prior to teaching would influence their ability to teach based on having an understanding of 
pedagogy or andragogy.   
Comparing the Clusters 
 According to Backhaus (2009) the “Migrants rated highest on their desire for professional 
development, with Bridgers and Traditionalist second, and Mentors being last” (p. 44).  
Clustering adjuncts into categories can provide professional development opportunities for 
adjunct faculty with varying needs and will help the institution realize that they should develop 
advanced courses that meet the individual’s needs while also developing a set of core skills for 
their adjunct faculty.  If an institution is looking at promoting adjunct faculty to full-time status 
in the future, they should target the Migrants with additional pedagogical techniques because of 
their desire for becoming full-time instructors and this could lead to improvements in student 
learning.   
 Lyons (2007) states: "Because part-time faculty play such an influential role in 
instruction, the quality of their teaching and the opportunities they have for professional 
development should be key concerns for academic leaders" (p. 5).  The need to further evolve the 
human-capital of a service organization depends on how they present to their customers and 
deliver a quality product while continually developing.  
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 Ferguson and Shaw (2013) state:  
 It seems that adjuncts who feel content with their level of employment and who 
 specifically desire to serve in an adjunct or part-time position are more likely to be 
 contented than those who feel under-employed or forced to serve in contingent roles. 
 (p. 11)   
 Unfortunately, many institutions have not taken the opportunity to grow their adjunct 
faculty, or know their motivation for teaching, although many provide professional development 
opportunities for full-time professors.  "All college and university teachers, whether in full or 
part-time positions, on or off the tenure track, need to see themselves as members of one faculty 
working together to provide a quality education to all students" (Coalition on the Academic 
Workforce, 2010, p. 1).  By understanding the career cluster of adjunct faculty along with their 
motivation for teaching, institutions can develop a more collegial environment for teaching and 
learning.  
Career Clusters Impact of Job Satisfaction 
 Another important factor is the need to retain adjuncts and to save money in recruiting 
and retaining faculty (American Academic, 2010).  The career cluster directly impacts the 
adjunct’s job satisfaction because of their motivation for teaching.  
 Job satisfaction of adjunct faculty, was conducted by the American Academic (2010) in 
their research titled Survey of Part-Time and Adjunct Higher Education Faculty where they 
stated: 
 Faculty who would prefer a full-time teaching position are considerably less satisfied 
 with working conditions.  Less than half (49 percent) of faculty preferring full-time    
 positions are satisfied, with 32 percent just somewhat satisfied and 19 percent not 
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 satisfied.  Conversely, faculty who prefer their current part-time position are 
 significantly more satisfied (75 percent very or mainly satisfied).  (p. 10) 
 “The quality of work life (technical support, administrative support, and professional 
development) had an indirect effect on intent to leave via job satisfaction” (Hoyt, 2012, p. 133), 
and the significance of the segmentation of career clusters towards designing professional 
development can help an institution to retain adjuncts and increase their job satisfaction through 
targeted training.  
Institution Type 
 The institution type may have an effect on the perception that adjuncts have towards 
professional development relative to the size or mission of the institution.  The importance of 
researching the institution type is to determine if institutions that employ a large number of 
adjuncts experience different perceptions in the participation and need for professional 
development.  There may also be an impact relating to whether the institution is public, private 
not-for- profit, private for-profit or a community college as their budgets and mission may utilize 
more adjuncts and they recognized the need to develop the adjunct resource.    
 According to Snyder and Dillow (2010), there are 4,495 institutions in the United States 
that awarded associate degrees and above.  The breakdown between the institutions “ includes 
1,672 public institutions, 1,624 private not-for-profit institutions, and 1,199 private for-profit 
institutions” (p. 283).  The total number of community colleges in the United States in 2014 was 
1,132.  These included 986 public institutions, 115 independent institutions, and 31 tribal 
institutions (American Association of Community Colleges, 2015). 
 The employment practices of institutions that employee a large percentage of part time 
employees can also impact the perception of professional development.  In 2009, public 2-year 
college part time employment was at 53 percent.  Public universities employed 32 percent part 
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time employees and private universities employed 33 percent part time employees (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2010, p. 282). 
Increased Demand for Professional Development 
With the growing reliance on adjuncts for an institution’s survival, many institutions are 
beginning the work to orient and integrate them into the college infrastructure to increase student 
outcomes.  Adjunct faculty are well qualified to teach their subject matter, however research 
suggests that adjuncts are not linked to their students, colleagues, and their departments as are 
the full-timers (Gappa & Leslie, 1993) and continued professional development is needed to 
fully integrate faculty and staff to advance the institution’s mission.   
Richard Garner created the idea of continuing professional development for education in 
the mid-1970s.  His estimation was that all people should continually evolve their skills beyond 
their initial job training.  The training would be sponsored by the university, but the teachers 
would be responsible for identifying what they needed for career development.  This early 
definition of professional development is still used today by many colleges and universities 
(Hassan, 2011).   
Day (1999) provides a definition of professional development as: 
Professional development consists of all natural learning experiences and those 
 conscious and planned activities which are intended to be of direct or indirect benefit to 
 the individual, group, or school, which constitute, through these, to the quality of 
 education in the classroom.  It is the process by which, alone and with others, teachers 
 review, renew and extend their commitment as change agents to the moral purposes of 
 teaching; and by which they acquire and develop critically the knowledge, skills and 
 emotional intelligence essential to good professional thinking, planning and practice 
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 with children, young people and colleagues throughout each phase of their teaching 
 lives.(p. 27) 
 A review of the literature on professional development opportunities begins with the 
process of planning the program to fit the various needs of adjuncts.  King and Lawler (2003), 
state the key to successful training programs starts with thoughtful planning at all stages of 
professional development design and implementation and that training on adult learning styles 
are essential in the initial planning process.  Professional development has an impact on the 
curriculum and the teachers’ sense of efficacy.  Teachers seek out professional development to 
expand their knowledge and skills and to enhance their effectiveness with students (Muijs, 
Harris, Chapman, Stoll, & Russ, 2004).   
High Quality Professional Development 
 Every institution strives to deliver high quality in their professional development 
offerings.  However, as previous research by Gappa and Leslie (1993) outlined, professional 
development is not targeted to adjuncts but rather full-time faculty.  Adjunct faculty have 
differing needs than full-timers and are not as integrated into the institution’s development 
programs. 
 Archibald, Cogshall, Croft, and Goe (2011) define considerations for high quality 
professional development: 
  To be considered high-quality, professional development must be delivered in a way 
 that yields direct impact on teacher practice.  In order to influence student achievement, 
 the teacher practice designated for change must clearly relate to student learning so that 
 professional development will result in more students learning the content at higher 
 levels. (p. 3) 
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 Archibald, Cogshall, Croft, and Goe (2011), continue by defining that a high-quality 
professional development program exhibits the following five characteristics:  
1. Alignment with school goals, state and district standards and assessments, and other 
professional learning activities including formative teacher evaluation 
2. Focus on core content and modeling of teaching strategies for the content  
3. Inclusion of opportunities for active learning of new teaching strategies 
4. Provision of opportunities for collaboration among teachers  
5. Inclusion of embedded follow-up and continuous feedback. (p. 3) 
In higher education, faculty professional development involves obtaining skills, both in 
teaching and in research, as well as preparing faculty to move into full-time positions (Mathis, 
1982).  The more committed that adjunct faculty are to the organization the more likely that they 
are to take part in professional development programs.  Backhaus (2009) describes that although 
the value of adjunct faculty to teach courses has increased, many adjunct faculty do not 
participate in on-the-job training or professional development programs.  As institutions continue 
to change and increase their use of adjuncts, there is a need to develop them professionally and 
increase their participation in available programs.   
Requirements for Participation 
Backhaus (2009) stated that the majority of adjunct faculty enters the profession to give 
back their expertise.  This alone is not enough to be an effective teacher and institutions need to 
assist these faculty members in becoming an effective faculty by providing programs that aid the 
faculty in andragogy, instructional design, and effective teaching strategies.  Many institutions 
do not have a requirement for professional development.  In addition, professional development 
classes are often not remunerated to the adjunct and many often have to take time away from 
other jobs to take part in classes.  Adjuncts will not experience an increment in their wage and 
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thus professional development does not have financial value to many adjuncts other than 
intrinsic career development.   
Motivation for Professional Development 
Having knowledge of the motivations and desire of their adjuncts can balance the 
requirements of the institution with the needs of their adjunct faculty.  Messina (2011) conducted 
a study of adjuncts who were employed in community colleges in Massachusetts to investigate 
their perceptions of the value of a one-year adjunct faculty development program.  The author 
concluded that 42% responded that they more than likely would take part in a staff development 
plan.   
Banachowski (1997) found that adjunct faculty, was more likely to incorporate teaching 
techniques after they attended professional development programs.  Although many adjuncts are 
experts in the professional field, many reported stress associated with their course due to 
unfamiliarity with the textbooks, lack of knowledge in preparing the syllabi, and minimal 
exposure to the policies and procedures of the institution (Messina, 2011).  The increased stress 
impacts the quality of instruction, isolates the adjunct from the mission of the department, and 
negatively impacts the student’s perception of the course that can lead to an increase in 
administrative costs to the institution.   
Fugate and Amey (2000) recommended that all adjuncts have professional development 
in instructional delivery during an orientation program.  An orientation supports adjunct faculty 
by providing newly hired adjunct faculty with information related to: organizational culture; 
teaching strategies; expectations; and procedures associated with classroom management.   
The value that adjuncts place in training depends on their motivation for being an adjunct 
and designing plans to match their individual needs may increase professional development 
participation.  Wehlburg and Chadwick-Blossey (2004) stated that the top three areas for faculty 
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development are "facilitating effective classroom discussions, developing critical 
thinking/problem-solving skills, and designing effective lectures" (pp. 78-79).  A focus on these 
three areas could be a starting point for orienting adjunct faculty.   
Training Void 
Most training and administrative support services are set up to support the full-time 
faculty and are available only during business hours.  Kezar and Sam (2010) state that the 
availability of “professional development opportunities are more commonly available for full-
time non tenure-track faculty than for part-time faculty” (p. 56).  This creates a void in the 
development of adjuncts as they are tasked to perform many administrative tasks without the 
support of the department that they work in.  The availability of professional development 
limited to day hours decreases the participation of adjuncts that have outside employment.  This 
feeling of isolation is detrimental to the development of quality faculty.  Separating full-time and 
adjunct training needs into learning communities can improve participation.  
Cox and Richlin (2004) suggested the development of learning communities because: 
Faculty learning communities create connections for isolated teachers, establish networks for 
those pursuing pedagogical issues, meet early-career faculty expectations for community, foster 
multidisciplinary curricula, and begin to bring community to higher education. (p. 5) 
Many adjunct faculty are often not prepared to be in a teaching role.  They are also tasked 
to perform many classroom and administrative tasks while overloaded by insufficiencies in 
orientation, support systems, and a lack of understanding the college and departmental policies.  
By not addressing these inadequacies with a professional development program, it may affect 
academic quality and the relationship between faculty and students (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).   
The procedure of making a syllabus is something that cannot be considered lightly and it 
is something that adjuncts are often not trained to carry out.  The syllabus is also a very 
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important document between the teacher, school and the student.  The syllabus has become an 
important contract between the teacher and the student.  Syllabi are often described as legal 
documents (Thompson, 2007) and the adjunct needs advanced training on the importance of 
adherence to the syllabus.  The syllabus because of the depth of information can create a better 
learning experience for the student and the instructor because it answers questions and can be 
used as a guide for documenting expectations and also to measure progress throughout the 
course.  They communicate and influence student and staff obligations.  Robinson, Wolf, 
Czekanski, and Dillon (2014) define the function of the syllabi “to orient new faculty to the 
cultural norms of programs, specify student learning outcomes, connect course outcomes to the 
program level, and provide evidence for accreditor organizations of curricular quality and 
achievement of standards” (p.100). 
Competitive Advantage 
The role of adjunct staff in higher education may continue to grow as colleges change in 
the time to come.  A college can differentiate itself from competitors through the development of 
part-time staff.  Institutions need to address the development issues of adjuncts as a key to 
survival and for controlling costs.  Adjunct faculty can provide valuable experience in 
professional knowledge as a source of energy, commitment, and creativity that colleges and 
universities can use to strengthen academic programs (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). 
When institutions fail to engage adjunct faculty with opportunities for professional 
development they run the risk of becoming irrelevant to the culture of adult students and to the 
way in which they interact and exchange ideas.  The challenge for institutions is to develop a 
cost effective method of developing a professional development program that supported by their 
full-time faculty and well attended by adjuncts.  The challenge for adjuncts is to adapt, change, 
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and continue to learn about how these tools can be used to create an environment where they can 
continue to educate the self-directed learner. 
Institutional Benefits 
 As the use of adjuncts increases, higher education is under pressure to demonstrate the 
quality and effectiveness of their professional development programs and quality of instruction 
(Scherer, Javalgi, Bryant, & Tukel, 2005).  The rapid growth of online education has also had a 
significant impact on the need for effective professional training for faculty that teaches online.   
 Research on the professional development and training for adjunct faculty can have 
numerous benefits for institutions that are proactive in providing high quality programs.  These 
benefits improve the quality of their course offerings by improving faculty performance and 
student satisfaction (Scherer, Javalgi, Bryant, & Tukel, 2005).   
 Effective higher education organizations will need to develop their programs based on the 
adjunct faculty’s motivation for professional development to remain competitive and to grow 
their institutions.  The adjunct faculty’s perception of training and development can be used by 
institutions to lead the evolution of relevant training.  This could lead to increases in participation 
in training because adjuncts are developing their professional accomplishments in fields where 
they feel that need growth.  Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron (1995) state that a key concern for 
academic leaders who rely on the cost savings of adjuncts should also be aware of the quality of 
instruction provided by adjuncts and look to increase opportunities for professional development 
because of their influential role with the students. 
 This research evaluated the perceptions of adjuncts on professional development 
programs at their institution to determine if there are gaps in the training provided by the 
institution in relation to the needs of the adjuncts.  Professional development should be 
structured to the point of the teachers’ needs for training and should not be considered as part of 
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a simple linear process.  The career cluster of the faculty will impact the preferred way of 
learning.  
 Motivation theories support the need for professional development for experienced 
adjunct faculty.  Santisteban and Eques (2014) provide the suggestion that professional 
development can help to nurture adjunct faculty by using a process that involves the following: 
“(a) bursts of orientation information, (b) detailed and supportive discussion, (c) a thorough 
resource manual, and (d) steadfast mentoring that focuses on ongoing promotion of adjunct 
faculty members’ career and personal development” (p. 154). 
 In meeting the challenges of decreasing revenue, increased needs for developmental 
education, legacy costs, and shrinking budgets, many institutions will continue to grow their 
adjunct workforce.  The findings from research concerning the quality in student outcomes from 
using adjunct faculty will put pressure on institutions to provide targeted professional 
development opportunities to help adjuncts to grow their careers as they are becoming essential 
to the survival of higher education institutions.  Many institutions have taken these challenges 
and have developed programs to support the training and development needs of adjuncts.  
Institutions that neglect this portion of their workforce will find that attracting high quality 
adjuncts will depend on building loyalty and changing their opinions on the value of adjuncts.  
Adjunct faculty are the most rapidly growing segment of higher education employees 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013) and leadership should realize the importance of 
the desire for professional development as it relates to a faculty members reasons and 
motivations to participate in professional development.  As the number of adjunct faculty 
increases in higher education, the need to develop the profession rests on the adjunct faculty and 
the institution because the “exponential growth of online classes, programs, and faculty presents 
threats to academic quality assurance” (McDaniel & Shaw, 2010, p. 5).  
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The Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2010) in their brief One Faculty Serving All 
 Students states: 
There is much debate about the current state and future of higher education in the United 
 States.  A major focus of that debate is whether the system we now have is helping 
 enough students attain their goals, which may be an academic degree, employment, 
 retraining, or the advancement of knowledge.  That debate must include the very people 
 most responsible for helping students achieve their goals: the faculty.  If we are to 
 maintain a world-class system of higher education and help all students achieve success, 
 we must have a strong faculty with the support necessary to carry out its professional 
 responsibilities. (p. 15) 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
This chapter outlines the causal-comparative research methods that was be used for this 
study.  The purpose of this study is to investigate how the adjunct faculty’s perceptions of 
professional development that is offered and the adjunct faculty’s perception of  professional 
development courses needed compares by institution type and career cluster.  Analysis of the 
data was conducted by utilizing descriptive statistics and ANOVA to determine the differences 
in perceptions by institution type and career cluster.   
This work will aid institutions with understanding the importance of supplying 
professional development for adjuncts which can impact quality and pupil accomplishment.  
When institutions do not adequately provide resources to their adjunct faculty on pedagogy, it 
doesn’t serve our students, and what is at stake is the level of investment in our students 
(Strickland, 2012).   
Research Design 
The research design chosen for this study was a causal-comparative design methodology 
which identified the perception adjunct faculty members have regarding professional 
development by examining the differences in the independent variables.  This methodology 
analyzed the perception that adjunct faculty have regarding professional development being 
offered, what the adjuncts feel is needed, and if they perceive that professional development will 
improve classroom performance.  This study also utilized descriptive statistics to identify 
variability in the adjunct’s perception based on: school size, experience, degree, age, ethnicity, 
class schedule, discipline, type of classes taught. 
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Procedure 
The study was conducted using an online survey as the instrument to research the 
opinions of the adjunct population at colleges, universities, and community colleges across the 
United States.  The intention of using an online survey was to garner the opinions of adjunct 
faculty from a varied sample of faculty from colleges and universities throughout the United 
States that are members of online adjunct faculty forums so that inferences could be made on 
institution type and career cluster to the dependent variables of the adjunct faculty’s perceptions 
of professional development available and professional development needed.    
 The survey used a purposeful sample and within that sample, each participant received a 
survey that was designed to capture demographic information.  The study used purposeful 
sampling due to the limitation of only choosing adjunct faculty.  The participants were asked to 
participate in the study by an invitation from the researcher.  The sample randomly participated 
in the survey to give adjuncts an equal probability to participate and to minimize any bias of 
results.  Adjuncts in this group were also be encouraged to use snowball sampling to get input 
from their adjunct colleagues that may not belong to the social media group(s).  The participants 
of this study were selected from the LinkedIn group titled “Adjunct Faculty Teaching for 
Success in Higher Education”.  Other LinkedIn groups that target adjunct faculty were also be 
considered for this study to achieve the minimum of 200 participants.   
 Additional information on professional development taken (yes/no) and a 5-point Likert 
questionnaire (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Uncertain, Agree, and Strongly Agree) was designed 
to capture responses from adjunct faculty on their perception of professional development 
needed.  The survey also captured information related to adjunct demographic characteristics, 
utilization of their current institutionally provided professional development, and their perception 
if professional development will improve their classroom performance.   
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This survey method was appropriate because according to Creswell (2009), a survey 
“provides a quantitative or a numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population 
by studying a sample of that population” (p. 145).  A cross-sectional study “samples various 
segments of the population to investigate relationships among variables by cross-tabulation” 
(Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2009, p. 197).  The survey used a cross-sectional method and 
this is valid because it compared the data across groups (i.e., professional development 
perceptions of what is needed, and participation in professional development by adjuncts by 
institution type and career cluster).  The survey compared these dependent variable data points to 
the independent variables. 
The survey data was evaluated using a one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to 
evaluate the independent variables to see if there is a difference by institution and career cluster 
in the perception of professional development offered and if the independent variables are a 
factor in how the adjunct perceives the need for professional development at their institution.  
The one way ANOVA was used to test the hypotheses about the professional development 
differences between the multiple means.   
Variables in the Study 
The independent variables in this study are the institution type and career cluster.  Other 
independent variables were gathered for further study.  They are: region; institution type; size of 
the institution; age; gender; race/ethnicity; years of experience; teaching discipline; when they 
teach; how they primarily teach; highest degree held; their full time occupation; the primary 
reason for teaching as an adjunct; whether there is a formal professional development activity for 
adjuncts; why they did not attend professional development; and how professional development 
may improve teaching performance.  These variables can be compared descriptively to the 
dependent variables of the adjunct faculty’s perceptions of professional development available 
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and professional development used.  Another dependent variable is the adjunct’s perception if 
attending professional development will improve classroom performance.  The description of the 
variables in this study is the demographic information: 
 Institution type: (University, College, Community college, Other) 
 Career cluster: (Traditionalist, Migrant, Bridger, Mentor)  
 Experience: (<2, 2 to 5, 6 to 10, 11 to 15, >15) 
 Degree: (Associates, Bachelors, Maters, Doctorate, None) 
 Age: (<29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+) 
 Race/Ethnicity 
 Gender: (Male, Female) 
 Full-time job outside of teaching  
 Class schedule: (On-site, Online, Hybrid) 
 Discipline: (Department such as: Business, Computers, English, etc.…) 
 Institution size: (Small <5,000, Medium 5,000 to 15,000,  Large > 15,000 
 When classes are taught: (Days, Evenings, Weekends, Combination) 
Research Questions  
The following are the research questions for the current study.  As the literature review 
revealed, the type of institution and its’ resources has an impact on the success of adjuncts where 
employees are defined as “human capital” and need to be supported and nurtured (Bratton & 
Gold, 1999, p.71).  The need to develop adjunct faculty is defined by vicarious experiences and 
social persuasion defined by Bandura (1994) as sources of influence.  The institution type may 
have an influence on the adjunct’s ability to learn from others as they perform their tasks, such as 
observing or learning from full-time faculty.  The stage in Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs will 
impact how an adjunct perceives professional development.  In stage four, motivation occurs by 
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the individual’s “desire for strength, for achievement, for adequacy, for confidence in the face of 
the world, and for independence and freedom” (Maslow, 1943, p. 381).  Adjunct instructors 
come to colleges with experience in their profession and having knowledge of the needs for 
esteem and self-actualization and conducting research on the adjunct’s perspective on 
professional development can help make them more productive in teaching and contributing to 
the institution.   
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The research questions (RQ) and null hypotheses are as follows: 
RQ1: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development courses offered 
between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
 H01: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
RQ2: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
H02: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
RQ3: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development courses offered 
between adjunct career clusters? 
H03: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjunct career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument. 
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RQ4: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjunct career clusters? 
H04: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument. 
Participants 
Nature of the Population 
According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007), two types of populations are identified as 
relevant to quantitative research; a target population and an accessible population.  The prey 
population of this study consisted of adjunct staff that held previous teaching experience prior to 
2015 at colleges, universities, community colleges, or other higher education.  The accessible 
population of adjuncts was collected from across the country identified from LinkedIn social 
media adjunct professional groups.  The URL For this study is 
https://www.linkedin.com/grp/home?gid=1793797.  An adjunct faculty member is defined as 
those not employed full-time by an institution.  Participants employed as full-time graduate 
assistants or employed full-time within their institution or adjuncts employed outside of the 
United States will not be considered for this study.  
The study used purposeful sampling due to the limitation of only choosing adjunct 
faculty.  The participants were asked to participate in the study by an electronic invitation from 
the researcher in the discussion board.  The sample volunteered to participate in the survey to 
give the adjuncts an equal probability to participate and to minimize any bias of results.   
Population Description 
As of July 2014, the LinkedIn group titled “Adjunct Faculty Teaching for Success in 
Higher Education” has 14,000 members that teach in the United States.  Purposive sampling was 
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used to determine the if the sample was willing to participate.  The electronic invitation (see 
Appendix B) included the goals of the study, participant requirements, and instructions to get to 
the hyperlink to the online survey to those interested in participating in the study (Patton, 2003).  
If they viewed the link, the front page of the survey listed the consent forms (Appendix D) and 
additional information on the goals of the study, participant requirements, and their ability to opt-
out of the survey.    
Adjuncts in this group were also encouraged to use a snowball sampling to get input from 
their adjunct colleagues that may not belong to the LinkedIn group.  If participation is low from 
this group, other LinkedIn groups that target adjunct faculty may also be considered for this 
study to increase responses.   
These teachers are employed in many departments/disciplines in higher education and 
can provide a strong sample for this study.  The sample will be a minimum of 200 participants 
(2% of the total members), but there is no imposed limit to exceeding the minimum.  The site for 
this study was an Internet survey where the members can “opt-in” for participation in the study.  
The sites are stratified by college, university, community college, or other.  
The demographics of the participants were not known at the time the survey was given.  
The demographics of the adjuncts that participated attempted to be similar to the American 
Academic, National Survey of Adjunct/Part time Faculty (2010) where “59% of adjunct faculty 
work at four-year institutions, with one in three (33 percent) working at public four-year 
institutions, and one in four (26 percent) working at private four-year institutions; a significant 
proportion (41 percent) of faculty work at two-year colleges” (p. 7).  
Instrumentation 
The instrument for this research study was an electronic survey to be administered using 
an online survey creation tool.  The survey participants were required to ‘opt in’ to agree to take 
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the online survey by choosing to continue from the front page of the survey.  This survey 
required informed consent of the participants, and by initiating the survey, participants agreed to 
the informed consent.  The researcher determined that a questionnaire with rating scales would 
be used to gather the data for this study since questionnaires are often used to collect data on 
opinion, motivation, and perception, which are not easily observed (Kumar, 1996).  The research 
was conducted through an online survey, the Adjunct Survey Instrument (ASI), (see Appendix 
A).  The survey instrument consisted of 37 questions that were used to gather the data for this 
study.  
For the creation of this new survey, the researcher analyzed information on creating 
professional development questions through a review of previous research conducted on 
professional development (Wan, 2011; Santopoalo, 2011; Carducci, 2002; Grieve & Worden, 
2000).  To further develop the survey, the researcher also used the General Employee Training 
Needs Analysis (GETNA) instrument to identify general employee training needs (Westinghouse 
Electric Corporation, 1997).  Adjuncts were asked to rate the difficulty, importance, and 
frequency of tasks that they need as adjuncts.  In conducting and scoring the needs analysis, this 
information was beneficial to have in conducting further adjunct competencies and in the 
creation of the survey.   
The survey is segmented into four parts: (1) demographic data; (2) professional 
development offered; (3) professional development needed; and (4) professional development 
improving classroom performance.  For part 1, the demographic questions were formulated 
through research on the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and a well-
known survey form The Coalition on the Academic Workforce (CAW), (2012).  The CAW is a 
group of twenty-six higher education associations, disciplinary associations, and faculty 
organizations that works on issues associated with faculty working conditions.  Their 2010 
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survey received over 20,000 responses from adjunct faculty.  For parts 2 and 3, the questions for 
perceptions on professional development offered and needed were referenced from the Teacher’s 
Competency Framework by ACTEQ (Advisory Committee on Teacher Education and 
Qualifications, 2009) and the SoCAFE’s 10 Core Competencies TM of Adjunct Educators 
(Santopoalo, 2011).   
The importance of reviewing these two models was to gather information on what the 
competencies an adjunct should have and to determine if professional development was offered 
and needed by adjunct faculty.  Table 1 presents the core competencies of the Teacher’s 
Competency Framework.  The Teacher’s Competency Framework “formulates an important 
foundation for motivating teachers’ involvement in CPD” (Chan & Lee, 2008, p. 83) and 
although this framework was developed for post-secondary institutions, the framework can also 
be used to measure the adjunct’s perceptions compared with those suggested in the framework. 
Table 1  
Teacher’s Competency Framework by ACTEQ 
Domain Dimensions 
Teaching and Learning Subject matter knowledge 
Curriculum and pedagogical content knowledge 
Teaching strategies and skills, use of language and multi-media 
Assessment and evaluation 
Student Development Students’ diverse needs in school 
Rapport with students 
Pastoral care for students 
Students’ different learning experiences 
School Development School’s vision and mission, culture and ethos 
Policies, procedures and practices 
Home/school collaboration 
Responsiveness to societal values and changes 
Professional Relationships and 
Services 
Collaborative relationships within the school 
Teachers’ professional development 
Involvement in policies related to education 
Note. ACTEQ (Advisory Committee on Teacher Education and Qualifications, 2009) 
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The Society of Certified Adjunct Educators, SoCAFE, constructed 10 Core 
Competencies™ that constitute the body of knowledge adjunct faculty need to function 
effectively as educators in higher education settings.  The competencies emerged from 300 class 
observations, peer reviews, an exhaustive literature review, and in-depth discussions with adjunct 
faculty and administrators employed in higher education (Santopoalo, 2011).  Table 2, lists the 
core competencies and the ASI survey questions that pertain to the competency areas. Permission 
was granted for using the 10 core competencies in this paper.  The core competencies provided 
an outline for defining the core skills that distinguish an adjunct faculty member and provide 
value to the students and the organization.  
Table 2  
SoCAFE 10 Core Competencies of Adjunct Faculty Educators 
Core Competency ASI Survey Question(s) 
1. Maintain current knowledge needed to teach one’s 
subject matter 
4(R), 9 
2. Construct course content aligning objective, 
methodology, and evaluation that supports the learning 
objectives of higher education setting 
4(D, G, A, P), 6, 10 
3. Manage the learning environment with a student-
centered focus 
4(F, H, J), 8, 23 
4. Employee appropriate teaching strategies that actively 
engage students and achieve desire outcomes 
4(L, N), 13, 14, 15 
5. Adapt teaching style to accommodate different student 
learning styles 
4(I, K), 12, 22 
6. Interact effectively with a diverse student population 4(E), 19, 20 
7. Incorporate instructional technology to support the 
learning process 
4(B, C), 11, 16, 17, 18 
8. Provide student feedback in a manner that supports 
learning 
4(Q), 21 
9. Select and implement appropriate assessment methods to 
evaluate student learning 
4(M), 7 
10. Apply assessment results to improve teaching 
effectiveness 
4(O), 24- 25 
Note. Santopoalo, 2011 
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Part 4 of the survey, was a question to choose all that apply to measure if professional 
development would improve classroom performance.  Question 26, is a 5-point Likert question 
asking if “professional development will improve my teaching performance” with the response 
being:  “1” strongly disagree, “2” disagree, “3” no opinion, “4” agree, “5” strongly agree.   
The survey instrument was constructed with input from colleagues with expertise in 
research methods.  It is a cross-sectional survey design is presented in a series of multiple choice 
responses; yes/no responses; and responses on a 5-point Likert rating scale.  There are no open 
ended or other-type responses used in the survey.  The questions on demographics were created 
to be responded to as a multiple choice to the responder as this provided consistency in the 
responses for tabulation.  The questions on professional development offered were a “yes” or 
“no” response, and the professional development needs were scored using the following rating 
scale:  “1” strongly disagree, “2” disagree, “3” no opinion, “4” agree, “5” strongly agree.  The 
survey was created to gather the adjunct’s perceptions of the value of professional development 
and what they perceive as valuable to improve their teaching quality (Creswell, 2009).  Table 3 
identifies the survey specifications and the questions that correspond to the specification as well 
as the relation to the research questions.  
Table 3 
 Survey Specifications 
Area Questions Research question 
Demographics 1,2,28-37 - 
Professional Development Offered 3-5 1,3 
Professional Development Needed 6-25 2,4 
Professional Development to improve classroom 
performance 
26,27 - 
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Validity of Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument was validated through a review by a focus group of senior leaders 
and then pilot-tested with adjunct faculty that were colleagues of the researcher and have 
particular interests in faculty development.  The focus group was used to validate the instrument 
because Dana and Yendol-Silva (2003), state that a focus group can identify “what we know, 
what we want to know, what we learned” (p. 76).  The focus group was constructed of (N=5) 
senior leaders at the college level.  The senior leaders help to validate that the competencies were 
valuable assets that adjuncts should develop.  Some questions were reworded and three were 
discarded as not being valuable to the study.  
The next step was to conduct a pilot-study of the Adjunct Survey Instrument (ASI) 
questionnaire.  The survey was a paper-based survey given to (N=20) adjunct faculty to verify 
the ease of usability, readability, and reliability of the survey.  Based on feedback from these 
faculty members, some minor revisions were made to the survey.  The survey was administered 
again in a re-test, and after the revisions were finalized in the final survey was consensually valid 
and reliable for this study.  “Validity is established using a panel of experts and a field test.  
Which type of validity (content, construct, criterion, and face) to use depends on the objectives 
of the study?” (Radhakrishna, 2007) .  The Flesch Reading Ease was 60 which are considered 
standard and acceptable.  
 The reliability of the pilot-test survey was measured using The Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS, v.20) was used to conduct  Cronbach’s alpha to determine the internal 
consistency or average correlation of items in the survey instrument to gauge its reliability 
(Santos, 1999).  The resulting average was over 0.78 for the pilot-study.  SPSS was also used to 
compute descriptive and inferential statistics of percentages, frequency, means, and standard 
deviation (Huck, 2008) for the study.  
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Institutional Review Board 
Before beginning the study, approval for this study was obtained from the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) at Liberty University.  The study involves human participants and the 
Institutional Review Board at Liberty University has the responsibility for reviewing such 
research studies.  Since the survey instrument is online and participants are anonymous, there is 
minimal risk to the participants, thus it should qualify for an expedited review.  Once approved 
by the IRB, the following procedures were utilized for eliciting participants, administration of 
the survey, and data collection so that the study can be replicated in the future.   
Eliciting Participants 
The participants of this study were selected from the LinkedIn group titled “Adjunct 
Faculty Teaching for Success in Higher Education”.  This study utilized existing members of the 
group that are defined as adjunct faculty in higher education.  The potential participants were 
notified of the existence of the research being conducted with a discussion board, posting of a 
request to complete the survey (see Appendix B).  The invitation to participate includes the 
information necessary for informed consent, the purposes of the study, information on data that 
would be collected (demographic data, perceptions on professional development, and needs for 
professional development), and the link to opt-in to participate in the survey.  The participants 
went online and completed the survey.   
Administration of the survey 
 The potential participants were notified of the existence of a hyperlink for linking to the 
site for completing the survey.  The main page of the survey included an invitation to participate.  
This page includes the information necessary for informed consent, the goals of the study, 
confidentiality, information on what data will be collected (demographic data, perceptions on 
professional development, and needs for professional development), and the link to opt-in to 
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continue with the survey.  Participants that completed the survey gave their consent to participate 
before beginning the survey.  To maintain confidentiality, there was no tracking of the recipient’s 
name or institution, since specific identifying information was not needed at the individual level.  
 The survey was advertised on the social media group discussion boards to alert them of 
the survey.  On a weekly basis, the request for participation was posted again on the social media 
site so that the survey was seen by group members.  Additionally a weekly post (see Appendix 
C) was sent to members to refer the link for the survey to their adjunct colleagues that do not 
belong to the social media group. 
 The online version of the survey was administered to voluntary participants during the 
summer of 2015.  The survey link for the survey was provided with the invitation to participate.  
Participants that completed the survey gave their consent to participate before beginning the 
survey.  There was no tracking of the recipients that actually take the survey after receiving the 
email invitation to participate, since specific identifying information is not needed at the 
individual level.  
Data Analysis 
The survey of 37 questions provided information to be used to gather summary 
descriptive statistics and perceptions of the adjunct faculty needed for this research.  The 
independent variables in this study are the institution type and career cluster. Other independent 
variables were gathered for further study. They are: region; institution type; size of institution; 
age; gender; race/ethnicity; years of experience; teaching discipline; when they teach; how they 
primarily teach; highest degree held; their full time occupation; primary reason for teaching as an 
adjunct; whether there is a formal professional development activity for adjuncts; why they did 
not attend professional development; and how professional development may improve teaching 
performance experience. These variables can be compared descriptively to the dependent 
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variables of the adjunct faculty’s perceptions of professional development available and 
professional development used. Another dependent variable is the adjunct’s perception if 
attending professional development will improve classroom performance. 
The research data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and one-way ANOVA.  The 
results were shown as counts and frequencies.  Ranking analysis of all questions were conducted 
using descriptive statistics of frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation for the 
adjunct’s perception of the offered professional development and the adjunct’s need for 
professional development.  
In order to test the hypotheses, a one-way ANOVA was used.  ANOVA was used to 
compare the independent variables to determine if the perceptions of professional development 
are different based on comparing the means of these variables of the institution type and career 
clusters.  Because the study has multiple levels of a single independent variable (4 institution 
types and 4 career clusters), the ANOVA was used to test differences among several means 
without increasing the Type I error rate.   
Summary 
Adjunct faculty members are not a homogeneous group of employees.  Some are engaged 
in the institution, while others show up and deliver their lecture.  The importance in growing 
adjunct faculty is to learn about their motivation for professional development based on their 
career path and deliver programs that can translate directly into the classroom.  Also, this study is 
important to determine if the institution type has an effect on the perception of professional 
development.  This study will identify the perception that adjuncts have towards professional 
development that is being offered to them and what they find will be beneficial to improve 
classroom performance.  The research study does not take into account the adjunct’s actual need 
for professional development.  This research asks faculty about their perception of needing 
72 
 
professional development by choosing courses that they would personally need on a Likert scale 
to define their perceived need.  The purpose of the perceived need of adjuncts is to provide 
information to administrators of what adjuncts find as their needs.  This may differ from the 
professional development that is actually provided by the institution. 
Adjuncts are on the front line of teaching students at community colleges, colleges, and 
universities.  Through surveying the perceptions that adjuncts have on professional development 
based on institution type and career cluster, institutions can enhance their professional 
development programs to provide classroom skills that augment the professional experiences of 
adjunct faculty.  By identifying opportunities to improve their teaching, adjuncts may take a 
more active role in developing advanced teaching skills to supplement and increase the quality of 
their teaching.   
Adjunct faculty members are used extensively throughout higher education.  This chapter 
outlined the rationale for the research design.  The significant questions to be addressed in the 
research and the hypothesis were discussed.  In addition, the survey instrument for gathering the 
information, as well as the method for eliciting participants and administering the survey 
instrument was also discussed.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this causal-comparative study, utilizing an adjunct faculty survey 
instrument, was to discuss the adjunct faculty’s perception of professional development that was 
offered and what the adjuncts feel is needed to improve classroom performance.  This study is 
important to determine if the institution type or career cluster has a significant effect on the 
perception of professional development opportunities for adjuncts.   
The research questions (RQ) identified in this study are: 
 RQ1: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development course offered 
between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
 RQ2: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and community colleges? 
RQ3: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development courses offered 
between adjunct career clusters? 
RQ4: What is the difference in perceptions of professional development needed between 
adjunct career clusters? 
Null Hypotheses 
The null hypotheses identified for this study are: 
H01: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
H02: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts that teach in universities, colleges, and 
community colleges as shown by the Adjunct Survey Instrument. 
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H03: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses offered between adjunct career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument. 
H04: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of professional 
development courses needed between adjuncts career clusters as shown by the Adjunct Survey 
Instrument.  
Descriptive Statistics  
Demographics by Institution Type   
  The demographic data by institution type is found in Table 4. The full table of 
demographic data by institution type can be found in Appendix F.   
Table 4 
Demographics by Institution Type 
  University College Community Other 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Age <29 5 4.4 1 2.7 4 6.8 0 0.0 
 30-39 17 15.0 4 10.8 8 13.6 1 11.1 
 40-49 30 26.5 12 32.4 12 20.3 1 11.1 
 50-59 34 30.1 15 40.5 21 35.6 5 55.6 
 60+ 27 23.9 5 13.5 14 23.7 2 22.2 
          
Gender Female 81 71.7 31 81.6 41 68.3 7 77.8 
 Male 32 28.3 7 18.4 17 28.3 2 22.2 
 Undefined 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.3 0 0.0 
          
Race/Ethnicity American 
Indian/Alaska 
0 0.0 1 2.7 2 3.4 0 0.0 
 Asia 3 2.7 2 5.4 0 0.0 1 11.1 
 Black 18 15.9 12 32.4 8 13.6 3 33.3 
 Hawaiian 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 White  82 72.6 20 54.1 45 76.3 5 55.6 
 Hispanic 5 4.4 0 0.0 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Other 0 0.0 1 2.7 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Declined 4 3.5 1 2.7 2 3.4 0 0.0 
          
Experience <2 12 10.6 5 13.2 4 6.9 0 0.0 
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  University College Community Other 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
 2 to 5 35 31.0 10 26.3 18 31.0 3 37.5 
 6 to 10 34 30.1 10 26.3 22 37.9 2 25.0 
 11 to 15 19 16.8 9 23.7 6 10.3 2 25.0 
 15+ 13 11.5 4 10.5 8 13.8 1 12.5 
          
Degree Associate 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Bachelors 0 0.0 1 2.6 3 5.2 0 0.0 
 Masters 61 54.0 22 57.9 41 70.7 5 55.6 
 Doctorate 51 45.1 15 39.5 14 24.1 4 44.4 
 No Degree 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 
Demographics by Career Cluster 
 The demographic data by career cluster is found in Table 5. The full table of 
demographic data by career cluster can be found in Appendix G. 
Table 5 
Demographics by Career Cluster 
  Bridger Mentor Migrant Traditionalist 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Age <29 0 0.0 1 5.0 5 8.3 4 4.7 
 30-39 8 15.7 1 5.0 14 23.3 7 8.2 
 40-49 11 21.6 5 25.0 17 28.3 21 24.7 
 50-59 16 31.4 6 30.0 21 35.0 31 36.5 
 60+ 16 31.4 7 35.0 3 5.0 22 25.9 
          
Gender Female 33 64.7 11 52.4 49 81.7 65 76.5 
 Male 18 35.3 9 42.9 11 18.3 20 23.5 
 Undefined 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
          
Race/Ethnicity American 
Indian/Alaska 
0 0.0 1 4.8 2 3.3 0 0.0 
 Asia 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 1.7 4 4.7 
 Black 14 27.5 2 9.5 12 20.0 13 15.3 
 Hawaiian 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
 White  35 68.6 15 71.4 40 66.7 61 71.8 
 Hispanic 1 2.0 1 4.8 1 1.7 3 3.5 
 Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.3 0 0.0 
 Declined 1 2.0 1 4.8 2 3.3 2 2.4 
          
Experience <2 3 6.0 2 9.5 6 10.2 9 10.6 
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  Bridger Mentor Migrant Traditionalist 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
 2 to 5 14 28.0 7 33.3 19 32.2 26 30.6 
 6 to 10 18 36.0 4 19.0 22 37.3 24 28.2 
 11 to 15 10 20.0 3 14.3 10 16.9 12 14.1 
 15+ 5 10.0 5 23.8 2 3.4 14 16.5 
          
Degree Associate 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Bachelors 3 5.9 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Masters 27 52.9 13 61.9 38 64.4 50 58.8 
 Doctorate 21 41.2 7 33.3 21 35.6 34 40.0 
 No Degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
 
Professional Development Offered 
Professional Development Offered by Institution Type  
 The professional development activity by institution type is found in Table 6.  
Table 6 
Is There a Formal Professional Development Activity by Institution Type 
  University College Community Other 
  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Yes  50 44.2 22 57.9 34 56.7 5 56.6 
No 61 54.0 16 42.1 25 41.7 4 44.4 
Note. N=220 
Did Adjuncts Attend Professional Development by Institution Type? 
The professional development courses that adjunct’s attended by institution type is found 
in Table 7.   
Table 7 
Did Adjuncts Attend Professional Development by Institution Type? 
 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Institution n % n % N 
Faculty Orientation      210 
 University 70 64.2 39 35.8  
 College 26 74.3 9 25.7  
 Community  46 80.7 11 19.3  
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 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Institution n % n % N 
 Other 6 66.7 3 33.3  
Classroom technology training       208 
 University 57 52.3 52 47.7  
 College 21 61.8 13 38.2  
 Community  36 64.3 20 35.7  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Online instructional design       206 
 University 70 64.8 38 35.2  
 College 22 64.7 12 35.3  
 Community  41 74.5 14 25.5  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Syllabus creation      200 
 University 27 25.7 78 74.3  
 College 7 21.2 26 78.8  
 Community  13 24.5 40 75.5  
 Other 3 33.3 6 66.7  
Diverse student needs      203 
 University 31 29.8 73 70.2  
 College 14 38.9 22 61.1  
 Community  22 40.7 32 59.3  
 Other 5 55.6 4 44.4  
Student behavioral issues      197 
 University 23 22.1 81 77.9  
 College 8 24.2 25 75.8  
 Community  12 23.5 39 76.5  
 Other 6 66.7 3 33.3  
College policies for faculty      202 
 University 37 35.6 67 64.4  
 College 20 57.1 15 42.9  
 Community  22 40.7 32 59.3  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Classroom management skills      197 
 University 28 26.9 76 73.1  
 College 7 21.9 25 78.1  
 Community  13 25.0 39 75.0  
 Other 5 55.6 4 44.4  
Adult learning styles      202 
 University 28 26.4 78 73.6  
 College 10 30.3 23 69.7  
 Community  18 33.3 36 66.7  
 Other 5 55.6 4 44.4  
Student support services      198 
 University 25 24.5 77 75.5  
 College 15 44.1 19 55.9  
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 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Institution n % n % N 
 Community  16 30.2 37 69.8  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Learning theories      202 
 University 24 22.9 81 77.1  
 College 9 26.5 25 73.5  
 Community  14 25.9 40 74.1  
 Other 3 33.3 6 66.7  
Student retention      200 
 University 21 20.2 83 79.8  
 College 15 44.1 19 55.9  
 Community  16 30.2 37 69.8  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Student assessment: grading      200 
 University 40 37.7 66 62.3  
 College 15 44.1 19 55.9  
 Community  16 31.4 35 68.6  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Student engagement      201 
 University 32 30.2 74 69.8  
 College 14 42.4 19 57.6  
 Community  20 37.7 33 62.3  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Teacher effectiveness      200 
 University 35 33.0 71 67.0  
 College 10 30.3 23 69.7  
 Community  17 32.7 35 67.3  
 Other 5 55.6 4 44.4  
FERPA      200 
 University 34 32.7 70 67.3  
 College 14 40.0 21 60.0  
 Community  20 38.5 32 61.5  
 Other 3 33.3 6 66.7  
Student feedback to support learning      197 
 University 29 27.9 75 72.1  
 College 12 36.4 21 63.6  
 Community  17 33.3 34 66.7  
 Other 4 44.4 5 55.6  
Course(s) specific to my specialty      200 
 University 23 22.1 81 77.9  
 College 10 28.6 25 71.4  
 Community  22 42.3 30 57.7  
 Other 3 33.3 6 66.7  
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Professional Development Offered by Career Cluster 
The professional development activity by career cluster is found in Table 8.   
Table 8 
Is There a Formal Professional Development Activity by Career Cluster 
  Bridger Mentor Migrant Traditionalist 
  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Yes  28 54.9 7 33.3 27 45.0 48 56.5 
No 3 45.1 13 62.0 31 51.7 37 43.5 
Note. N=217         
 
Did Adjuncts Attend Professional Development by Career Cluster?  
 The professional development courses that adjunct’s attended by career cluster is found 
in Table 9. 
Table 9 
Did Adjuncts Attend Professional Development by Cluster? 
 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Cluster n % n % N 
Faculty Orientation      207 
 Bridger 37 72.5 14 27.5  
 Mentor 9 45.0 11 55.0  
 Migrant 40 71.4 16 28.6  
 Traditionalist 59 73.8 21 26.3  
Classroom technology training       214 
 Bridger 31 51.7 29 48.3  
 Mentor 12 60.0 8 40.0  
 Migrant 28 50.9 27 49.1  
 Traditionalist 45 57.0 34 43.0  
Online instructional design       203 
 Bridger 38 77.6 11 22.4  
 Mentor 14 70.0 6 30.0  
 Migrant 35 60.3 23 39.7  
 Traditionalist 49 64.5 27 35.5  
Syllabus creation      197 
 Bridger 16 32.7 33 67.3  
 Mentor 7 35.0 13 65.0  
 Migrant 12 23.1 40 76.9  
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 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Cluster n % n % N 
 Traditionalist 15 19.7 61 80.3  
Diverse student needs      200 
 Bridger 18 36.7 31 63.3  
 Mentor 8 40.0 12 60.0  
 Migrant 16 29.6 38 70.4  
 Traditionalist 29 37.7 48 62.3  
Student behavioral issues      194 
 Bridger 17 34.7 32 65.3  
 Mentor 9 45.0 11 55.0  
 Migrant 4 7.8 47 92.2  
 Traditionalist 19 25.7 55 74.3  
College policies for faculty      199 
 Bridger 23 46.9 26 53.1  
 Mentor 4 21.1 15 78.9  
 Migrant 18 34.0 35 66.0  
 Traditionalist 37 47.4 41 52.6  
Classroom management skills      194 
 Bridger 17 34.0 33 66.0  
 Mentor 4 21.1 15 78.9  
 Migrant 9 17.3 43 82.7  
 Traditionalist 23 31.5 50 68.5  
Adult learning styles      199 
 Bridger 19 38.0 31 62.0  
 Mentor 5 25.0 15 75.0  
 Migrant 12 22.6 41 77.4  
 Traditionalist 25 32.9 51 67.1  
Student support services      195 
 Bridger 16 33.3 32 66.7  
 Mentor 7 35.0 13 65.0  
 Migrant 9 17.6 42 82.4  
 Traditionalist 28 36.8 48 63.2  
Learning theories      199 
 Bridger 11 22.4 38 77.6  
 Mentor 5 25.0 15 75.0  
 Migrant 13 24.1 41 75.9  
 Traditionalist 21 27.6 55 72.4  
Student retention      197 
 Bridger 13 27.1 35 72.9  
 Mentor 6 30.0 14 70.0  
 Migrant 13 24.5 40 75.5  
 Traditionalist 23 30.3 53 69.7  
Student assessment: grading      197 
 Bridger 22 44.0 28 56.0  
 Mentor 9 45.0 11 55.0  
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 Attendance Responses 
  Yes No  
Descriptor Cluster n % n % N 
 Migrant 14 26.9 38 73.1  
 Traditionalist 29 38.7 46 61.3  
Student engagement      198 
 Bridger 20 40.0 30 60.0  
 Mentor 7 35.0 13 65.0  
 Migrant 16 30.8 36 69.2  
 Traditionalist 27 35.5 49 64.5  
Teacher effectiveness      197 
 Bridger 18 36.7 31 63.3  
 Mentor 7 35.0 13 65.0  
 Migrant 15 28.8 37 71.2  
 Traditionalist 27 35.5 49 64.5  
FERPA      197 
 Bridger 19 39.6 29 60.4  
 Mentor 8 40.0 12 60.0  
 Migrant 14 26.4 39 73.6  
 Traditionalist 29 38.2 47 61.8  
Student feedback to support learning      194 
 Bridger 17 35.4 31 64.6  
 Mentor 7 35.0 13 65.0  
 Migrant 12 23.1 40 76.9  
 Traditionalist 26 35.1 48 64.9  
Course(s) specific to my specialty      197 
 Bridger 10 21.3 37 78.7  
 Mentor 9 42.9 12 57.1  
 Migrant 17 32.1 36 67.9  
 Traditionalist 21 27.6 55 72.4  
 
Adjunct Perceptions of Professional Development Needed 
Profession Development Needed by Institution Type 
 The professional development courses needed by institution type are found in Table 10.  
Table 10 
Summary of Profession Development Needed by Institution Type 
 Perception  
 Institution Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
To have more University 7 6.3 17 15.2 19 17.0 47 42.0 22 19.6 112 
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 Perception  
 Institution Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
interaction with 
full-time faculty 
College 2 5.4 3 8.1 7 18.9 19 51.4 6 16.2 37 
Community  2 3.3 7 11.7 6 10.0 26 43.3 19 31.7 60 
Other 2 22.2 1 11.1 0 0.0 2 22.2 4 44.4 9 
             
To learn how to 
select and 
implement 
appropriate 
assessment 
methods  
University 5 4.4 20 17.7 8 7.1 64 56.6 16 14.2 113 
College 2 5.7 7 20.0 3 8.6 14 40.0 9 25.7 35 
Community  0 0.0 4 6.8 10 16.9 31 52.5 14 23.7 59 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11.1 4 44.4 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn how to 
manage the 
learning 
environment 
with a student-
centered focus 
University 5 4.5 14 12.5 13 11.6 60 53.6 20 17.9 112 
College 1 2.7 7 18.9 6 16.2 15 40.5 8 21.6 37 
Community  1 1.7 2 3.4 4 6.8 36 61.0 16 27.1 59 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0 5 55.6 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn more 
about my 
teaching 
specialty 
University 5 4.5 17 15.2 17 15.2 50 44.6 23 20.5 112 
College 1 2.9 6 17.1 7 20.0 11 31.4 10 28.6 35 
Community  0 0.0 8 13.3 3 5.0 28 46.7 21 35.0 60 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11.1 4 44.4 2 22.2 9 
             
To have input in 
developing 
professional 
development 
courses 
University 8 7.1 13 11.5 21 18.6 46 40.7 25 22.1 113 
College 5 13.5 2 5.4 4 10.8 15 40.5 11 29.7 37 
Community  0 0.0 5 8.3 13 21.7 21 35.0 21 35.0 60 
Other 1 11.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 44.4 4 44.4 9 
             
To learn about 
utilizing 
technology in 
my classroom 
University 3 2.7 11 9.8 6 5.4 61 54.5 31 27.7 112 
College 2 5.6 4 11.1 3 8.3 15 41.7 12 33.3 36 
Community  2 3.3 4 6.7 3 5.0 31 51.7 20 33.3 60 
Other 1 11.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 33.3 5 55.6 9 
             
To learn about 
adult learning 
styles 
University 4 3.6 24 21.4 14 12.5 53 47.3 17 15.2 112 
College 1 2.8 7 19.4 3 8.3 17 47.2 8 22.2 36 
Community  2 3.3 3 5.0 6 10.0 31 51.7 18 30.0 60 
Other 2 22.2 2 22.2 1 11.1 3 33.3 1 11.1 9 
             
To learn about 
effective 
teaching 
strategies 
University 4 3.5 12 10.6 10 8.8 61 54.0 26 23.0 113 
College 2 5.4 3 8.1 6 16.2 18 48.6 8 21.6 37 
Community  0 0.0 0 0.0 5 8.8 32 56.1 20 35.1 57 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0 5 55.6 2 22.2 9 
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 Perception  
 Institution Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
             
To learn about 
helping to 
increase student 
retention 
University 6 5.3 25 22.1 19 16.8 49 43.4 14 12.4 113 
College 2 5.6 5 13.9 7 19.4 13 36.1 9 25.0 36 
Community  0 0.0 4 6.8 6 10.2 30 50.8 19 32.2 59 
Other 0 0.0 3 33.3 1 11.1 4 44.4 1 11.1 9 
             
To learn about 
student support 
services 
University 4 3.6 24 21.6 21 18.9 50 45.0 12 10.8 111 
College 1 2.9 5 14.3 7 20.0 18 51.4 4 11.4 35 
Community  1 1.8 5 8.8 6 10.5 34 59.6 11 19.3 57 
Other 0 0.0 1 11.1 1 11.1 7 77.8 0 0.0 9 
             
To use social 
media to 
communicate 
with students 
University 16 14.2 29 25.7 22 19.5 30 26.5 16 14.2 113 
College 6 16.7 6 16.7 5 13.9 13 36.1 6 16.7 36 
Community  4 6.8 8 13.6 16 27.1 15 25.4 16 27.1 59 
Other 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1 3 33.3 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn about 
instructional  
design 
University 5 4.4 11 9.7 17 15.0 59 52.2 21 18.6 113 
College 3 8.1 6 16.2 3 8.1 16 43.2 9 24.3 37 
Community  3 5.2 3 5.2 3 5.2 31 53.4 18 31.0 58 
Other 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 0.0 2 22.2 3 33.3 9 
             
To learn about 
online teaching 
University 9 8.0 11 9.7 9 8.0 54 47.8 30 26.5 113 
College 3 8.6 5 14.3 3 8.6 15 42.9 9 25.7 35 
Community  1 1.8 3 5.4 5 8.9 28 50.0 19 33.9 56 
Other 2 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 62.5 1 12.5 8 
             
To learn to 
effectively work 
with diverse 
populations 
University 6 5.3 13 11.5 19 16.8 62 54.9 13 11.5 113 
College 3 8.1 4 10.8 2 5.4 15 40.5 13 35.1 37 
Community  0 0.0 5 8.5 8 13.6 29 49.2 17 28.8 59 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11.1 5 55.6 1 11.1 9 
             
To learn about 
meeting the 
needs of special 
students  
University 6 5.3 16 14.2 21 18.6 50 44.2 20 17.7 113 
College 3 8.1 4 10.8 4 10.8 18 48.6 8 21.6 37 
Community  2 3.4 4 6.8 10 16.9 28 47.5 15 25.4 59 
Other 0 0.0 2 22.2 0 0.0 5 55.6 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn how to 
provide 
effective 
feedback for 
students 
University 4 3.6 13 11.6 8 7.1 63 56.3 24 21.4 112 
College 2 5.7 7 20.0 3 8.6 15 42.9 8 22.9 35 
Community  2 3.4 2 3.4 3 5.1 30 50.8 22 37.3 59 
Other 1 11.1 2 22.2 0 0.0 4 44.4 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn University 10 9.0 12 10.8 20 18.0 52 46.8 17 15.3 111 
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 Perception  
 Institution Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
different 
learning theories  
College 3 8.1 7 18.9 5 13.5 11 29.7 11 29.7 37 
Community  2 3.4 4 6.8 5 8.5 30 50.8 18 30.5 59 
Other 1 11.1 2 22.2 3 33.3 1 11.1 2 22.2 9 
             
To learn about 
creating student 
centered 
learning  
University 7 6.2 10 8. 14 12.4 61 54.0 21 18.6 113 
College 2 5.4 4 10.8 7 18.9 14 37.8 10 27.0 37 
Community  2 3.5 3 5.3 3 5.3 31 54.4 18 31.6 57 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0 6 66.7 1 11.1 9 
             
To be mentored 
by a full-time 
faculty member 
University 16 14.3 30 26.8 26 23.2 22 19.6 18 16.1 112 
College 7 19.4 7 19.4 9 25.0 8 22.2 5 13.9 36 
Community  5 8.8 12 21.1 11 19.3 17 29.8 12 21.1 57 
Other 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1 4 44.4 1 11.1 9 
             
To be evaluated 
annually by my 
department head 
University 13 11.5 8 7.1 19 16.8 45 39.8 28 24.8 113 
College 5 13.9 2 5.6 6 16.7 17 47.2 6 16.7 36 
Community  3 5.2 8 13.8 10 17.2 23 39.7 14 24.1 58 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11.1 6 66.7 0 0.0 9 
             
Professional 
development 
will improve my 
teaching 
performance 
University 4 3.6 3 2.7 19 17.0 40 35.7 46 41.1 112 
College 2 5.7 3 8.6 5 14.3 9 25.7 16 45.7 35 
Community  0 0.0 2 3.4 3 5.1 25 42.4 29 49.2 59 
Other 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0 5 55.6 2 22.2 9 
  
Profession Development Needed by Career Cluster 
 The professional development courses needed by career cluster are found in Table 11.  
Table 11 
Summary of Perception of Professional Development Needed by Career Cluster 
 Perception  
Question Cluster Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
To have more 
interaction with 
full-time faculty 
Bridger 4 7.8 5 9.8 13 25.5 21 41.2 8 15.7 51 
Mentor 1 5.3 3 15.8 3 15.8 7 36.8 5 26.3 19 
Migrant 2 3.3 10 16.7 5 8.3 25 41.7 18 30.0 60 
Traditionalist 5 5.8 10 11.7 11 12.9 41 48.2 18 21.2 85 
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 Perception  
Question Cluster Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
To learn how to 
select and 
implement 
appropriate 
assessment 
methods  
Bridger 3 5.9 7 13.7 5 9.8 30 58.9 6 11.8 51 
Mentor 2 10.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 12 60.0 1 5.0 20 
Migrant 3 5.1 9 15.3 3 5.1 28 47.5 16 27.1 59 
Traditionalist 0 0.0 13 15.7 10 12.0 43 51.8 17 20.5 83 
             
To learn how to 
manage the 
learning 
environment  
Bridger 1 2.0 9 17.6 3 5.9 31 60.8 7 13.7 51 
Mentor 2 10.5 0 0.0 3 15.8 11 57.9 3 15.8 19 
Migrant 3 5.1 6 10.2 6 10.2 26 44.1 18 30.5 59 
Traditionalist 2 2.4 9 10.6 10 11.8 47 55.3 17 20.0 85 
             
To learn more 
about my 
teaching 
specialty 
Bridger 2 3.9 8 15.7 8 15.7 29 56.9 4 7.8 51 
Mentor 1 5.3 2 10.5 3 15.8 6 31.6 7 36.8 19 
Migrant 3 5.1 6 10.2 5 8.5 20 33.9 25 42.4 59 
Traditionalist 1 1.2 15 17.9 11 13.1 38 45.2 19 22.6 84 
             
To have input in 
developing 
professional 
development  
Bridger 2 3.9 8 15.7 10 19.6 18 35.3 13 25.5 51 
Mentor 3 15.0 0 0.0 4 20.0 8 40.0 5 25.0 20 
Migrant 6 10.0 4 6.7 7 11.7 18 30.0 25 41.7 60 
Traditionalist 3 3.5 8 9.4 17 20.0 40 47.1 17 20.0 85 
             
To learn about 
utilizing 
technology in 
my classroom 
Bridger 2 3.9 4 7.8 5 9.8 25 49.0 15 29.4 51 
Mentor 1 5.0 1 5.0 4 20.0 11 55.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 4 6.7 4 6.7 1 1.7 31 51.7 20 33.3 60 
Traditionalist 1 1.2 10 12.0 1 1.2 43 51.8 28 33.7 83 
             
To learn about 
adult learning 
styles 
Bridger 2 4.0 9 18.0 7 14.0 27 54.0 5 10.0 50 
Mentor 1 5.0 3 15.0 4 20.0 10 50.0 2 10.0 20 
Migrant 6 10.0 9 15.0 1 1.7 26 43.3 18 30.0 60 
Traditionalist 0 0.0 15 17.9 10 11.9 41 48.8 18 21.4 84 
             
To learn about 
effective 
teaching 
strategies 
Bridger 2 3.9 6 11.8 3 5.9 31 60.8 9 17.6 51 
Mentor 1 5.0 0 0.0 6 30.0 9 45.0 4 20.0 20 
Migrant 2 3.4 4 6.8 3 5.1 32 54.2 18 30.5 59 
Traditionalist 2 2.4 6 7.2 7 8.4 44 53.0 24 28.9 83 
             
To learn about 
helping to 
increase student 
retention 
Bridger 2 3.9 12 23.5 9 17.6 21 41.2 7 13.7 51 
Mentor 3 15.0 2 10.0 4 20.0 8 40.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 2 3.3 7 11.7 7 11.7 27 45.0 17 28.3 60 
Traditionalist 1 1.2 16 19.3 12 14.5 39 47.0 15 18.1 83 
             
To learn about Bridger 2 3.9 9 17.6 8 15.7 28 54.9 4 7.8 51 
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 Perception  
Question Cluster Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
student support 
services 
Mentor 1 5.6 4 22.2 4 22.2 8 44.4 1 5.6 18 
Migrant 3 5.0 7 11.7 9 15.0 28 46.7 13 21.7 60 
Traditionalist 0 0.0 15 18.5 12 14.8 45 55.6 9 11.1 81 
             
To use social 
media to 
communicate 
with students 
Bridger 5 9.8 16 31.4 9 17.6 10 19.6 11 21.6 51 
Mentor 4 20.0 2 10.0 4 20.0 10 50.0 0 0.0 20 
Migrant 9 15.0 8 13.3 11 18.3 16 26.7 16 26.7 60 
Traditionalist 9 10.8 18 21.7 19 22.9 25 30.1 12 14.5 83 
             
To learn about 
instructional 
design 
Bridger 4 7.8 8 15.7 10 19.6 20 39.2 9 17.6 51 
Mentor 2 10.0 1 5.0 5 25.0 10 50.0 2 10.0 20 
Migrant 4 6.8 1 1.7 1 1.7 33 55.9 20 33.9 59 
Traditionalist 3 3.6 11 13.1 6 7.1 45 53.6 19 22.6 84 
             
I would like to 
learn about 
online teaching 
Bridger 3 6.0 4 8.0 6 12.0 25 50.0 12 24.0 50 
Mentor 1 5.3 1 5.3 1 5.3 12 63.2 4 21.1 19 
Migrant 5 8.6 3 5.2 3 5.2 28 48.3 19 32.8 58 
Traditionalist 6 7.3 11 13.4 6 7.3 37 45.1 22 26.8 82 
             
To effectively 
work with 
diverse student 
populations 
Bridger 2 3.9 10 19.6 8 15.7 24 47.1 7 13.7 51 
Mentor 1 5.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 11 55.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 4 6.7 3 5.0 5 8.3 32 53.3 16 26.7 60 
Traditionalist 3 3.6 8 9.5 13 15.5 43 51.2 17 20.2 84 
             
To learn about 
meeting the 
needs of special 
students  
Bridger 2 3.9 8 15.7 12 23.5 21 41.2 8 15.7 51 
Mentor 2 10.0 1 5.0 4 20.0 10 50.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 3 5.0 4 6.7 7 11.7 30 50.0 16 26.7 60 
Traditionalist 4 4.8 13 15.5 11 13.1 39 46.4 17 20.2 84 
             
To learn how to 
provide 
effective 
feedback  
Bridger 1 2.0 4 8.0 3 6.0 33 66.0 9 18.0 50 
Mentor 2 10.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 11 55.0 4 20.0 20 
Migrant 3 5.0 6 10.0 3 5.0 27 45.0 21 35.0 60 
Traditionalist 3 3.7 13 15.9 4 4.9 41 50.0 21 25.6 82 
             
To learn 
different 
learning theories  
Bridger 3 6.0 7 14.0 9 18.0 24 48.0 7 14.0 50 
Mentor 2 10.5 1 5.3 4 21.1 10 52.6 2 10.5 19 
Migrant 5 8.3 5 8.3 10 16.7 23 38.3 17 28.3 60 
Traditionalist 6 7.1 12 14.3 8 9.5 37 44.0 21 25.0 84 
             
To learn about 
creating a 
student centered 
environment 
Bridger 3 6.0 5 10.0 6 12.0 29 58.0 7 14.0 50 
Mentor 2 10.0 1 5.0 3 15.0 11 55.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 3 5.0 2 3.3 6 10.0 27 45.0 22 36.7 60 
Traditionalist 4 4.8 10 12.0 7 8.4 45 54.2 17 20.5 83 
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 Perception  
Question Cluster Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Count 
  n % n % n % n % n % N 
             
To be mentored 
by a full-time 
faculty member 
Bridger 6 11.8 16 31.4 13 25.5 13 25.5 3 5.9 51 
Mentor 2 10.0 3 15.0 6 30.0 6 30.0 3 15.0 20 
Migrant 10 17.5 9 15.8 10 17.5 13 22.8 15 26.3 57 
Traditionalist 12 14.5 20 24.1 17 20.5 19 22.9 15 18.1 83 
             
To be evaluated 
annually by my 
department head 
Bridger 7 13.7 7 13.7 8 15.7 20 39.2 9 17.6 51 
Mentor 2 10.5 1 5.3 4 21.1 10 52.6 2 10.5 19 
Migrant 9 15.0 4 6.7 6 10.0 19 31.7 22 36.7 60 
Traditionalist 3 3.6 6 7.2 18 21.7 41 49.4 15 18.1 83 
             
Professional 
development 
will improve my 
performance 
Bridger 1 2.0 2 4.0 11 22.0 19 38.0 17 34.0 50 
Mentor 1 5.0 1 5.0 6 30.0 6 30.0 6 30.0 20 
Migrant 3 5.0 2 3.3 7 11.7 12 20.0 36 60.0 60 
Traditionalist 1 1.2 4 4.9 3 3.7 40 48.8 34 41.5 82 
  
ANOVA Results  
 ANOVA was used to compare the means between the groups of institution types and 
career clusters in relation to the professional development offered and professional development 
needed.  
Result for Null H01  
 A One-Way ANOVA was used to test the null hypothesis, measuring the 
differences in professional development offered by institution type.  From the analysis in 
Appendix H, there was a significant difference between institution types.  Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected at a 95% confidence level for student’s behavioral issues, F(3, 193) = 
3.041, p = .03 and with student retention, F(3, 196) = 3.028, p = .03. There was no significant 
difference between institution type and other variables.  Post hoc analysis was conducted to 
determine the significant difference between the type of institutions and the adjunct’s perception. 
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Because the null was rejected, post hoc analysis was conducted using a Tukey HSD Test.  
From the post hoc analysis, it was evident that there are significant differences between the 
college and other type of institution with mean difference of 0.424, p = .04; between university 
and other type of institution with mean difference of 0.446, p = .02; and between community 
college and other type of institution with a mean difference of 0.431, p = .03 when it comes to 
professional development offerings on student behavioral issues.  For student retention, it is 
evident that there was a significant difference between university and college type of institution 
with mean difference of 0.239, p = .03, as shown in Table 12. Therefore, we can conclude that 
there was statistically significant difference between student retention and student behavioral 
issues perceptions of professional development courses offered between adjuncts that teach in 
universities, colleges, and community colleges. 
Table 12 
Post hoc Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Institution Type 
Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Do you 
primarily 
teach at: 
(J) Do you 
primarily teach at: 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Student 
behavioral 
issues 
College 
University .021 .085 .995 -.20 .24 
Community  .007 .095 1.000 -.24 .25 
Other -.424
*
 .160 .044 -.84 -.01 
 
University 
College -.021 .085 .995 -.24 .20 
Community  -.014 .073 .997 -.20 .17 
Other -.446
*
 .148 .016 -.83 -.06 
Community  
College -.007 .095 1.000 -.25 .24 
University .014 .073 .997 -.17 .20 
Other -.431
*
 .154 .029 -.83 -.03 
Other 
College .424
*
 .160 .044 .01 .84 
University .446
*
 .148 .016 .06 .83 
Community  .431
*
 .154 .029 .03 .83 
Student 
retention 
College 
University .239
*
 .088 .034 .01 .47 
Community  .139 .097 .482 -.11 .39 
Other -.003 .166 1.000 -.43 .43 
University 
College -.239
*
 .088 .034 -.47 -.01 
Community  -.100 .075 .541 -.29 .09 
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Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Do you 
primarily 
teach at: 
(J) Do you 
primarily teach at: 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Other -.243 .154 .396 -.64 .16 
Community  
College -.139 .097 .482 -.39 .11 
University .100 .075 .541 -.09 .29 
Other -.143 .160 .809 -.56 .27 
Other 
College .003 .166 1.000 -.43 .43 
University .243 .154 .396 -.16 .64 
Community  .143 .160 .809 -.27 .56 
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Result for Null H02 
From the analysis in Appendix I, there are significant differences between professional 
development needed by institution type.  Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected at a 95% 
confidence level in the areas of:  I would like to learn about adult learning styles, F(3, 213) = 
4.382, p = .01; I would like to learn about effective teaching strategies, F(3, 212) = 3.551, p = 
.01; I would like to learn about helping to increase student retention, F(3, 213) = 6.34, p<0.001; I 
would like to learn about student support services, F(3, 208) = 3.015, p = .03 ; I would like to 
learn how to provide effective feedback for students, F(3, 211) = 2.98, p = .03 ; and I would like 
to learn different learning theories (Constructivism, Andragogy and Pedagogy), F(3, 212) = 
3.099, p = .03 . There was no significant difference between institution type and other variables. 
Because the null was rejected, post hoc analysis was conducted using a Tukey HSD Test.  
From the post hoc analysis in Table 13, it was evident that there are significant differences 
between the institution types for the following professional development courses needed: I would 
like to learn about adult learning styles- community college and university institutions had a 
mean difference of 0.509, p = .02 and between community college and other type of institution 
with a mean difference of 1.111, p = .02.  I would like to learn about effective teaching 
strategies- there is also significant difference between community college and college type of 
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institution with mean difference of 0.533, p = .04 and between community college and university 
type of institution with a mean difference of 0.440, p = .03.  I would like to learn about helping 
to increase student retention - there is a significant difference between community college and 
university type of institution with mean difference of 0.731, p<0.001.  I would like to learn about 
student support services- there is a significant difference between community college and 
university type of institution with mean difference of 0.4827, p = .02.  I would like to learn how 
to provide effective feedback for students- there is a significant difference between community 
college and college type of institution with mean difference of 0.581, p = .05 on the adjunct 
perception.  I would like to learn different learning theories (Constructivism, Andragogy and 
Pedagogy) - there was a significant difference between community college and university type of 
institution with mean difference of 0.497, p = .04.  Therefore we can conclude that there are 
statistically significant differences in the perceptions of professional development courses 
needed between adjuncts career clusters. 
Table 13 
Post hoc Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Institution Type 
Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Do you 
primarily 
teach at: 
(J) Do you 
primarily teach at: 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
I would like to 
learn about adult 
learning styles 
College 
University .176 .207 .831 -.36 .71 
Community  -.333 .228 .462 -.92 .26 
Other .778 .403 .218 -.27 1.82 
University 
College -.176 .207 .831 -.71 .36 
Community  -.509
*
 .173 .019 -.96 -.06 
Other .602 .375 .376 -.37 1.57 
Community  
College .333 .228 .462 -.26 .92 
University .509
*
 .173 .019 .06 .96 
Other 1.111
*
 .386 .023 .11 2.11 
Other 
College -.778 .403 .218 -1.82 .27 
University -.602 .375 .376 -1.57 .37 
Community  -1.111
*
 .386 .023 -2.11 -.11 
I would like to College University -.093 .181 .955 -.56 .37 
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Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Do you 
primarily 
teach at: 
(J) Do you 
primarily teach at: 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
learn about 
effective 
teaching 
strategies 
Community  -.533
*
 .201 .043 -1.05 -.01 
Other .063 .354 .998 -.85 .98 
University 
College .093 .181 .955 -.37 .56 
Community  -.440
*
 .155 .025 -.84 -.04 
Other .156 .330 .965 -.70 1.01 
Community  
College .533
*
 .201 .043 .01 1.05 
University .440
*
 .155 .025 .04 .84 
Other .596 .342 .304 -.29 1.48 
Other 
College -.063 .354 .998 -.98 .85 
University -.156 .330 .965 -1.01 .70 
Community  -.596 .342 .304 -1.48 .29 
I would like to 
learn about 
helping to 
increase student 
retention 
College 
University .257 .203 .584 -.27 .78 
Community  -.474 .224 .152 -1.05 .11 
Other .278 .395 .896 -.74 1.30 
University 
College -.257 .203 .584 -.78 .27 
Community  -.731
*
 .170 .000 -1.17 -.29 
Other .021 .367 1.000 -.93 .97 
Community  
College .474 .224 .152 -.11 1.05 
University .731
*
 .170 .000 .29 1.17 
Other .751 .379 .198 -.23 1.73 
Other 
College -.278 .395 .896 -1.30 .74 
University -.021 .367 1.000 -.97 .93 
Community  -.751 .379 .198 -1.73 .23 
I would like to 
learn about 
student support 
services 
College 
University .16448 .19183 .827 -.3323 .6613 
Community  -.31679 .21250 .445 -.8671 .2336 
Other -.12381 .36983 .987 -1.0816 .8340 
University 
College -.16448 .19183 .827 -.6613 .3323 
Community  -.48127
*
 .16125 .017 -.8989 -.0637 
Other -.28829 .34296 .835 -1.1765 .5999 
Community  
College .31679 .21250 .445 -.2336 .8671 
University .48127
*
 .16125 .017 .0637 .8989 
Other .19298 .35493 .948 -.7263 1.1122 
Other 
College .12381 .36983 .987 -.8340 1.0816 
University .28829 .34296 .835 -.5999 1.1765 
Community  -.19298 .35493 .948 -1.1122 .7263 
I would like to 
learn how to 
provide 
effective 
feedback for 
students 
College 
University -.232 .203 .663 -.76 .29 
Community  -.581
*
 .224 .049 -1.16 .00 
Other .127 .392 .988 -.89 1.14 
University 
College .232 .203 .663 -.29 .76 
Community  -.349 .169 .167 -.79 .09 
Other .359 .363 .756 -.58 1.30 
Community  
College .581
*
 .224 .049 .00 1.16 
University .349 .169 .167 -.09 .79 
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Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Do you 
primarily 
teach at: 
(J) Do you 
primarily teach at: 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Other .708 .375 .237 -.26 1.68 
Other 
College -.127 .392 .988 -1.14 .89 
University -.359 .363 .756 -1.30 .58 
Community  -.708 .375 .237 -1.68 .26 
I would like to 
learn different 
learning theories 
(Constructivism, 
Andragogy and 
Pedagogy) 
College 
University .054 .218 .995 -.51 .62 
Community  -.443 .241 .261 -1.07 .18 
Other .429 .428 .747 -.68 1.54 
University 
College -.054 .218 .995 -.62 .51 
Community  -.497
*
 .185 .040 -.98 -.02 
Other .375 .399 .783 -.66 1.41 
Community  
College .443 .241 .261 -.18 1.07 
University .497
*
 .185 .040 .02 .98 
Other .872 .412 .151 -.19 1.94 
Other 
College -.429 .428 .747 -1.54 .68 
University -.375 .399 .783 -1.41 .66 
Community  -.872 .412 .151 -1.94 .19 
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Result for Null H03 
From the analysis in Appendix J, there was a significant difference between career 
clusters on student’s behavioral issues for the professional development offered.  Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected at a 95% confidence level with F(3, 190) = 5.17, p < 0.01.  There 
are no significant differences between career cluster and other variables.  
Because the null was rejected, post hoc analysis was conducted using a Tukey HSD Test.  
From the post hoc analysis it was evident that there are significant differences between Migrant 
and Bridger career cluster with mean difference of 0.269, p<0.01 (0.009) and between Mentor 
and Migrant career cluster with mean difference of 0.372, p<0.01 (0.006) when it comes to 
student behavioral issues.  Therefore we can conclude that there was a statistically significant 
difference in student behavioral issues for professional development courses offered between 
adjunct career clusters in Table 14.  
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Table 14 
Post hoc Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Career Cluster 
(I) Career 
Cluster 
(J) Career 
Cluster 
Mean 
Difference (I-
J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Migrant 
Bridger -.269
*
 .084 .009 -.49 -.05 
Traditionalist -.178 .077 .097 -.38 .02 
Mentor -.372
*
 .111 .006 -.66 -.08 
Bridger 
Migrant .269
*
 .084 .009 .05 .49 
Traditionalist .090 .078 .653 -.11 .29 
Mentor -.103 .112 .794 -.39 .19 
Traditionalist 
Migrant .178 .077 .097 -.02 .38 
Bridger -.090 .078 .653 -.29 .11 
Mentor -.193 .106 .269 -.47 .08 
Mentor 
Migrant .372
*
 .111 .006 .08 .66 
Bridger .103 .112 .794 -.19 .39 
Traditionalist .193 .106 .269 -.08 .47 
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Result for Null H04 
From the analysis in Appendix K, there was a significant difference between career 
cluster and I would like to learn about instructional design as a variable of the adjunct’s 
perception of professional development needed F(3, 210) = 3.894, p = .01.  Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected at a 95% confidence level.  There were no significant differences 
between career cluster and other variables. 
Because the null was rejected, post hoc analysis was conducted using a Tukey HSD Test. 
From the post hoc analysis it was evident that there was a significant difference between Migrant 
and Bridger career cluster with mean difference of 0.653, p = .01 when it comes to I would like 
to learn about instructional design as a variable of adjunct’s perception of professional 
development needed as shown in Table 15.  Therefore we can conclude that there was a 
statistically significant difference in I would like to learn about instructional design for the 
professional development courses needed between clusters. 
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Table 15 
Post hoc Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Career Cluster 
(I) Career 
Cluster 
(J) Career 
Cluster 
Mean 
Difference  
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Migrant 
Bridger .653
*
 .207 .010 .12 1.19 
Traditionalist .299 .184 .366 -.18 .78 
Mentor .635 .280 .109 -.09 1.36 
       
Bridger 
Migrant -.653
*
 .207 .010 -1.19 -.12 
Traditionalist -.354 .192 .256 -.85 .14 
Mentor -.019 .286 1.000 -.76 .72 
       
Traditionalist 
Migrant -.299 .184 .366 -.78 .18 
Bridger .354 .192 .256 -.14 .85 
Mentor .336 .269 .598 -.36 1.03 
       
Mentor 
Migrant -.635 .280 .109 -1.36 .09 
Bridger .019 .286 1.000 -.72 .76 
Traditionalist -.336 .269 .598 -1.03 .36 
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Discussion  
 The purpose of this causal-comparative study was to determine whether there were 
significant differences in the adjunct faculty’s perception of professional development that was 
offered and what adjunct’s feel is needed.  The participants in this research were adjuncts across 
the United States and 220 adjuncts completed the survey.  Data from the survey was gathered 
using an online survey tool, then analyzed with SPSS, and the results are listed in Chapter 4.  
 For this study, the researcher chose to base his research on the Teacher’s Competency 
Framework by ACTEQ (Advisory Committee on Teacher Education and Qualifications, 2009) 
and the SoCAFE’s 10 Core Competencies TM of Adjunct Educators (Santopoalo, 2011).  This 
study utilized Gappa and Leslie’s (1993) adjunct faculty career clusters to use a known grouping 
for the adjunct population.  
 As outlined in Chapter Two, the current literature shows an abundance of research on the 
expanded role of adjuncts, the growth of adjuncts in online environments, and the need for 
adjunct professional development to improve performance and increase retention.   
 As the adjunct instructor population continues to rise, and this “contingent, non-tenure-
track faculty teaches up to 75% of all undergraduate classes in the United States” (Bessette, 
2014, p. 16), the need to socialize adjuncts within the institution will gain more significance. 
 With gains in online enrollment, adjuncts provide scheduling flexibility and cost savings 
(Eney & Davidson, 2012; Meixner, Kruck, & Madden, 2010).  The reliance on integrating 
adjuncts with the institution is important for student retention, as this may be the only faculty 
that a student interacts with.  Eddy (2010) stated, “It behooves faculty to understand student 
learning needs, and become adept at using the technical tools to support classroom and online 
teaching” (p. 23).   
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 There are several research studies that investigated faculty preferences for professional 
development (Kinuthia, 2005; Gilbert, 1995; Hill, Soo La, & Lagueux, 2007).  These early 
studies showed that adjuncts preferred mentoring, peer interaction, teacher training, policy 
information, and individual instruction.  This research demonstrates that adjuncts have different 
needs for professional development. Morthland (2010) noted the competencies for adjuncts 
should focus on the delivery of instruction, presentation skills, learner motivation skills, and 
teaching methods.   
 Many adjuncts are often hired for their professional experiences and they do not receive 
training outside of the course they are teaching and many do not receive training in classroom 
instruction, student assessments,curriculum development, or the theories behind the science of 
pedagogy/andragogy, such as teaching and learning styles (Eney & Davidson, 2006; Bedford & 
Miller, 2013; Clark, Moore, Johnston, & Openshaw, 2011; Sandford, Belcher, & Frisbee, 2007). 
Given the increased use of adjuncts, administrators may benefit from an understanding of the 
needs of adjuncts and further develop strategies that are specific to career clusters and to their 
institution type in order to provide needed support and to integrate them into their institutions. 
Null Hypothesis One  
 The first hypothesis examined the perceptions of adjuncts on the differences of 
professional development courses offered by institution type.  The analysis conducted 
demonstrated that there are significant differences between institution types in the areas of 
student’s behavioral issues and with student retention.  The hypothesis was rejected.  From the 
post hoc analysis, there were significant differences between the college and other type of 
institution; between university and other type of institution; and between community college and 
other type of institution when it comes to professional development offerings on student 
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behavioral issues.  For student retention, it is evident that there was a significant difference 
between university and college type of institution.   
 Nearly two-thirds of responding adjuncts did not attend training on student behavioral 
issues or student retention for universities, college, and community colleges.  This counters the 
existing research on the impact that adjunct faculty has on student outcomes and retention 
(Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Ronco & Cahill, 2004; Banachowski, 1997).  Over 60% of adjuncts 
at all career clusters were offered professional development of online instructional design and 
were educated on classroom technology training tools (smart boards, classroom equipment).  
Bridgers attended the most of the categories where professional development was attended, 
perhaps to be more engaged in their search for full time employment.  Adjuncts in this study do 
not feel that pedagogical training is important and this counters the recommendation of Bailey & 
Card (2009), that “university administrators need to consider providing more pedagogical 
training and support to instructors” (p. 155). 
Null Hypothesis Two 
 The second hypothesis examined differences in the perceptions of the professional 
development that adjuncts feel was needed by institution type.  The analysis demonstrated that  
there are significant differences between professional development courses needed by institution 
type in the areas of:  I would like to learn about adult learning styles; I would like to learn about 
effective teaching strategies; I would like to learn about helping to increase student retention; I 
would like to learn about student support services; I would like to learn how to provide effective 
feedback for students; and I would like to learn different learning theories (Constructivism, 
Andragogy and Pedagogy). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
 From the post hoc analysis, it is evident that there are significant differences between the 
institution types for the following professional development courses needed: I would like to learn 
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about adult learning styles, community college and university institutions and between 
community college and other type of institution.  I would like to learn about effective teaching 
strategies, between community college and college and between community college and 
university.  I would like to learn about helping to increase student retention, between community 
college and university.  I would like to learn about student support services, between community 
college and university.  I would like to learn how to provide effective feedback for students, 
between community college and college.  I would like to learn different learning theories 
(Constructivism, Andragogy and Pedagogy), between community college and university.  These 
findings support the research on the course preferences of adjuncts who participate in 
professional development programs (King & Lawler, 2003; Backhaus, 2009). 
Null Hypothesis Three  
 The third hypothesis examined the perceptions of adjuncts in the differences of 
professional development courses needed by career cluster.  The analysis demonstrated that there 
was a significant difference between career clusters on student behavioral issues for the 
professional development offered by career cluster.  Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
 From the post hoc analysis it was evident that there are significant differences between 
the Migrant and Bridger career cluster and between Mentor and Migrant career cluster when it 
comes to professional development needed for student behavioral issues.  For the career clusters, 
there was a small significance in: I would like to learn about instructional design as the main 
course needed by career cluster. Adjuncts strongly agree they would like to learn about utilizing 
technology in the classroom and they would like to learn about online teaching.  Adjunct 
interests in professional development provided information about which professional 
development topics are of interest to adjuncts.  Grant and Keim (2002), state that “with changing 
enrollment patterns, increased requirements for accountability, performance standards, and 
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student learning outcomes, faculty development must go beyond traditional practices with 
emphasis on teaching and finding ways to increase faculty knowledge about the teaching and 
learning process” (p. 804).   
Null Hypothesis Four 
 The fourth hypothesis examined differences in the perceptions of the professional 
development that adjuncts feel was needed by career cluster. The analysis demonstrated that  
there was a significant difference between career clusters in the area of:  I would like to learn 
about instructional design. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  From the post hoc 
analysis, there was a significant difference between Migrant and Bridger career cluster when it 
comes to I would like to learn about instructional design. This research supports Fugate and 
Amey (2000) where they state that adjuncts strongly agree on the need to learn about utilizing 
technology in my classroom.   
 Nearly two-thirds of adjuncts in this study do not perceive the need for training on 
learning theories, syllabus creation, student behavioral issues, classroom management skills, 
student retention, and course(s) specific to adult learning styles. This counters research by 
(Wagoner, 2005) where he states that institutions must focus on instructional ability, and not just 
the content knowledge or professional experiences of the adjunct.   
Conclusion 
 This study provided insight for higher education administrators and supports a premise 
that adjuncts are committed to growing their skills through professional development.  Prior 
research states that adjuncts are committed to teaching and many adjuncts have more than 5 
years at their current institution (Liu & Zhang, 2007; Hoyt, 2012).  The 220 adjuncts that 
participated in this study were also experienced professionals with 60% having over 6 years of 
experience and 29% have more than 11 years of experience.   
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 Adjuncts are drawn to part time teaching for a variety of reasons. Multiple studies have 
shown that many adjuncts are interested in teaching in their area of professional expertise; are 
teaching to share experiences; and to add to their income through part time teaching (Benjamin, 
1998; Leslie & Gappa, 2002).  This study confirmed those findings where 62% of the sample 
identified as a Traditionalist or Bridger for their career cluster.  Antony & Valadex (2002) stated 
that a large percentage of adjuncts are teaching at one or more institution while searching for a 
full time teaching opportunity.  The AFT (2010) conducted an adjunct faculty survey and found 
that “49% of adjunct faculty at two-year institutions would prefer to teach full-time” (p. 9).  This 
population, identified as Migrants, was 27.7% of the adjunct population surveyed.  The Migrant 
group in this study is higher than what Gappa, Austin, & Trice (2007) stated was around 16% of 
the adjunct population.   
 The findings in this study also gathered information as to whether adjuncts believed that 
professional development improves classroom performance.  All of the institution types, two-
thirds agree or strongly agree that professional development improves classroom performance. 
Community colleges (91.6%) were highest, followed by other (77.8%), university (76.8%), and 
colleges (71.4%).  All career clusters agree or strongly agree that professional development 
improves classroom performance: Traditionalist (90.0%), Migrant (80.0%), Bridger (72%), and 
Mentor (60.0%).   
 The results of the study indicate that institutions should provide programs that focus on 
technology and should investigate developing a needs analysis to discover why adjuncts don’t 
feel engaged to attend professional development.  Hill, Soo La, & Lageux (2007) state that 
effective professional development must “address the principles and practices of teaching at the 
individual, departmental, curricular, and institutional levels” (p. 17).  Trower (2010) stated that 
adjuncts desire opportunities for development from their institution; however attendance in 
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professional development is low.  Administrators should review their current course offerings in 
professional development that are geared towards full time faculty and identify where 
professional development can benefit the growing adjunct faculty community in a modality that 
supports all faculty.   
 Higher education is under pressure to demonstrate the quality and effectiveness of their 
professional development programs and their quality of instruction (Scherer, Javalgi, Bryant, & 
Tukel, 2005).  The growth of online education has also had a significant impact on the need for 
effective professional training.  Research on the professional development and training for 
adjunct faculty can have numerous benefits for institutions that are proactive in providing high 
quality programs.  These benefits improve the quality of their course offerings by improving 
faculty performance and student satisfaction (Scherer, Javalgi, Bryant, & Tukel, 2005).   
Implications 
The findings in this study support that there are significant differences in the perceptions 
that adjuncts have towards professional development among career cluster and institution type.  
The findings also support that adjuncts feel that professional development will improve 
classroom performance, but a majority of the adjuncts in this study did not attend professional 
development on a regular basis.  With this knowledge, administrators must engage the adjuncts 
to increase participation in professional development offerings because there is a conflict 
between the offerings and participation in professional development.  Building awareness of the 
unique needs that adjuncts have towards professional development, and the realization that they 
are not a homogenous group, can help administrators to align their goals for professional 
development to the adjunct’s specific needs.   
A small percentage of adjuncts in this study also feel that they need professional 
development to help to increase student retention and in dealing with diverse student needs.  This 
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is important because adjuncts are often the only facility staff that students interact with in the 
evening and online. Administrators may see the benefit of utilizing adjuncts to assist with student 
retention and as advocates for their institutions.  
 With the increases in online learning, adjuncts are perceiving the need for learning about 
online instruction and utilizing technology in their classrooms, however they do not value social 
media.  Taylor and McQuiggan (2008) stated that “the most helpful aspects of professional 
development events related to teaching online included opportunities to share real-life 
experiences with their colleagues, to use various technologies, including the university’s course 
management system, and to access specific examples and strategies” (p. 34).  Administrators 
need to be aware that the adoption of social media tools will take additional education and the 
benefits of using social media will need to be perceived as beneficial to adjunct faculty.   
Limitations 
Although surveying adjuncts across the United States provided a diverse random sample 
of adjuncts, the survey method lacks supportive qualitative data that could have been used to 
determine more specific interpretation into the needs of adjuncts.  The survey was limited in that 
it provided a list of questions and adjuncts were constrained to the questions on the list and were 
not provided a way to rank the courses that are needed for administrators to structure the courses 
that adjunct’s perceive they need.  The respondents were not able to comment on other needs that 
they feel that were important to them outside of the questions listed.  The survey collection also 
had limitations in only surveying adjuncts that were members of the online social media site with 
15,000 members.  Only those with an interest in the survey topic during the time it was posted 
participated.  
This study was designed to conduct an analysis on the perceptions of institution type and 
career cluster impacting the perceptions of professional development and this produced 
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significant findings in the research.  Additional ANOVA analysis could be conducted on other 
dependent variables to see if they affect the perceptions on what professional development was 
offered and needed by adjuncts.  For instance, does age, length of time as an adjunct, or modality 
of the classes being offered impact an adjunct’s perception in their needs for professional 
growth? 
This study was also limited in that it did not determine steps that could impact 
participation in future professional development offerings.  Although this survey asked why 
adjuncts did not attend professional development, a qualitative approach could have provided 
narrative information as to why adjuncts did not attend professional development. A further 
limitation is that it did not segment the needs of adjuncts that teach online and those that provide 
in-person instruction. There are significant differences in the two types of teaching methods and 
each may have their own unique requirements for professional development.  
Recommendations or Future Research 
This study utilized a survey method, but additional research in a qualitative study could 
provide additional information for administrators to improve professional development that is 
separate from the limitations of the survey.   
Recommendations for future research would be to:  
 Rank order the courses needed by adjuncts to help administrators to gain knowledge of 
the courses that are important to adjunct faculty.   
 Conduct an inquiry on full time faculty to ascertain if their needs are similar to the 
adjunct faculty.   
 Conduct research that would identify methods to increase participation in professional 
development, such as if adjuncts should be compensated or the preferred modality to 
deliver professional development programs.   
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 Conduct research on the proximity of the adjunct’s home to their institution, as this 
may have an impact on the adjunct’s ability to attend professional development 
classes.   
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APPENDIX A  
Adjunct Faculty Survey Instrument 
I. Demographics: 
1. Do you primarily teach at a: 
 a. University   b. College c. Community college  d. Other 
2. Based on the number of students, what is the size of your school? 
 a. Small: < 5,000  b. Medium: 5,000 to 15,000  c. Large: > 15,000 
II. Professional Development Offered: 
3. Does your institution have a formal professional development activity for adjuncts? 
a. Yes  b.  No 
4. For A-R below: Did you attend any of the professional development courses at your current 
institution? 
  Y=Yes N= No 
A Faculty Orientation Y N 
B Classroom technology training (Smart boards, classroom equipment)  Y N 
C Online instructional design (Blackboard, Moodle, etc) Y N 
D Syllabus creation Y N 
E Diverse student needs Y N 
F Student behavioral issues Y N 
G College policies for faculty Y N 
H Classroom management skills Y N 
I Adult learning styles Y N 
J Student support services Y N 
K Learning theories: constructivism, andragogy and pedagogy Y N 
L Student retention and engagement Y N 
M Student assessment; grading Y N 
N Student engagement Y N 
O Teacher effectiveness Y N 
P FERPA Y N 
Q Student feedback to support learning Y N 
R Course(s) specific to my teaching specialty Y N 
 
5. If you have not attended professional development, what are the reasons (check all that 
apply)? 
 a. Inconvenient times  
123 
 
b. Not required  
c. Content did not apply 
 d. Structured to full-time faculty   
e. Not interested 
III. Professional Development Perception of Needs: 
Please use the following scale to indicate your perception of professional development needed as 
an adjunct faculty member. 
(1) Strongly Disagree   (2)  Disagree   (3) Uncertain   (4) Agree   (5) Strongly Agree 
 Question: SD D U A SA 
6 I would like to have more interaction with full-time faculty 1 2 3 4 5 
7 I would like to learn how to select and implement appropriate 
assessment methods to evaluate student learning 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 I would like to learn how to manage the learning environment 
with a student-centered focus 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 I would like to learn more about my teaching specialty 1 2 3 4 5 
10 I would like to input in developing professional development 
courses 
1 2 3 4 5 
11 I would like to learn about utilizing technology in my classroom 1 2 3 4 5 
12 I would like to learn about adult learning styles 1 2 3 4 5 
13 I would like to learn about effective teaching strategies 1 2 3 4 5 
14 I would like to learn about helping to increase student retention 1 2 3 4 5 
15 I would like to learn about student support services 1 2 3 4 5 
16 I would like to use social media to communicate with students 1 2 3 4 5 
17 I would like to learn about instructional design 1 2 3 4 5 
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18 I would like to learn about online teaching 1 2 3 4 5 
19 I would like to learn to effectively work with diverse student 
populations 
1 2 3 4 5 
20 I would like to learn about meeting the needs of special students 
(i.e., disabled, learning/hearing impaired) 
1 2 3 4 5 
21 I would like to learn how to provide effective feedback for 
students 
1 2 3 4 5 
22 I would like to learn different learning theories (Constructivism, 
Andragogy and Pedagogy) 
1 2 3 4 5 
23 I would like to learn about creating a student centered learning 
environment 
1 2 3 4 5 
24 I would like to be mentored by a full-time faculty member 1 2 3 4 5 
25 I would like to be evaluated annually by my department head 1 2 3 4 5 
26 Professional development will improve my teaching 
performance 
1 2 3 4 5 
IV. Professional Development Performance: 
27. In your opinion, how does professional development improve your teaching performance as 
an adjunct faculty?  (Please check all that apply.) 
a. I would be better informed to answer student questions 
b. I would learn different instructional methods to support adult and digital students  
c. I would be more technologically proficient 
d. I could augment my lectures with technology 
e. I would be more confident in actively engaging students 
f. I would be more effective at assessing, grading, and measuring student progress  
g. I could learn strategies to improve student retention 
h. I would feel more engaged to the institution 
i. Professional development has not impacted on my performance 
V. Demographics: 
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28. How many years have you been working as a part-time adjunct? 
a. < 2  b. 2 to 5 c. 6 to 10 d. 11 to 15 e. > 15 
29. What is the highest degree that you hold? 
a. Associates b. Bachelor’s c. Masters d.  Doctorate e. No degree 
30. What is your age? 
a. < 29  b. 30-39 c. 40-49 d. 50-59 e. 60+  
31. What is your gender? 
a. Male b. Female 
32.  What is your race/ethnicity? 
a. American Indian or Alaska Native: A person having origins in any of the original 
peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and who maintains 
tribal affiliation or community attachment.  
b. Asian: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, 
India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and 
Vietnam.  
c. Black or African American: A person having origins in any of the black racial groups 
of Africa.  
d. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.  
e. White: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle 
East, or North Africa.  
f. Hispanic or Latino: A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central 
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.  
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g. Other 
h. Decline to answer 
33. What do you consider to be your full-time occupation? 
 a. Adjunct teaching 
 b. Work in a field related to what I teach as an adjunct 
 c. Work in a field not-related to what I teach as an adjunct 
 d. Other 
34. What is the primary reason (choose one) that you work as an adjunct? 
a. To share professional experience to supplement income   
b. Looking to become full-time faculty 
c. Interested in teaching my area of professional expertise  
d. To mentor students 
35. What discipline/department do you primarily teach in? (list box) 
Arts and Humanities 
Business Careers 
Education, Social and Behavioral Sciences and Human Services Programs 
Health Programs 
Nursing 
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) 
Career and Skilled Trade Programs 
Other 
36.  Do you primarily teach? 
a. On-site  b. Online c. Both on-site and online 
37. Do you primarily teach during? 
a. Days  b. Evenings c. Weekends d. Combination 
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APPENDIX B 
LinkedIn Invitation to Participate 
 I am a doctoral student in the Education Leadership Department at Liberty University, 
and I am conducting research on the adjunct faculty perceptions of professional development 
offered and needed from their institution.  This research will help institutions learn more about 
the professional development needs of adjunct faculty and how the needs may differ by adjuncts’ 
demographics, career stage, and institution type.  
 I would like to extend an invitation to ask for your participation in this study by taking an 
online survey.  The survey does not require you to enter any personal information and your 
answers are anonymous.  It is anticipated that the survey will take approximately 15 minutes for 
you to complete. 
 If you would like to participate, an informed consent document will be provided to you 
on the front page of the web link.  If you have adjunct colleagues that would like to participate, 
please forward the web link to them.  Please follow the link to complete the survey:  
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/2170821/Adjunct-Perceptions-of-Professional-Development 
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APPENDIX C 
Weekly Update to the Discussion Board 
 My name is Mark Parrish and I am conducting a research study on Adjunct faculty 
perceptions of professional development offered and needed from their institution.  This research 
will help institutions learn more about the professional development needs of adjunct faculty and 
how the needs may differ by adjuncts’ demographics, career stage, and institution type.  
 You may have missed the previous post to invite members to participate in an online 
survey.  There is still time to complete the survey.  Participation is anonymous, voluntary, and no 
personal identifying information is requested.   
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/2170821/Adjunct-Perceptions-of-Professional-Development 
 Please pass on the link to your adjunct colleagues that may not have participated.  
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APPENDIX D 
IRB Approval 
 June 1, 2015  
 
Mark Parrish  
 
IRB Exemption 2230.060115: Adjunct Faculty Perceptions on Professional Development by 
Institution Type and Career Cluster  
 
Dear Mark,  
 
The Liberty University Institutional Review Board has reviewed your application in accordance 
with the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) regulations and finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you 
may begin your research with the data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved 
application, and no further IRB oversight is required.  
 
Your study falls under exemption category 46.101(b)(2), which identifies specific situations in 
which human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:101(b):  
(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), 
survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, unless:  
(i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, 
directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the human 
subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or 
civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation.  
 
Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any 
changes to your protocol must be reported to the Liberty IRB for verification of continued 
exemption status. You may report these changes by submitting a change in protocol form or a 
new application to the IRB and referencing the above IRB Exemption number.  
If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determining whether 
possible changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at 
irb@liberty.edu.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Fernando Garzon, Psy.D. Professor, IRB Chair Counseling (434) 592-4054  
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APPENDIX E 
Informed Consent Form 
Adjunct Faculty Perceptions on Professional Development by Institution Type and Career 
Cluster.  
Mark A. Parrish, Researcher 
Liberty University 
Educational Leadership Department 
 You are invited to be in a research study to assist higher education institutions to better 
understand how professional development for adjuncts can impact teaching quality and student 
achievement.  One important factor in growing the careers of adjunct faculty is to learn about 
their motivation for professional development and to deliver programs that can translate directly 
into the classroom.  This study will identify the perception that adjuncts have towards 
professional development that is being offered to them by their institution and what they need 
from professional development to improve classroom performance.  
 You were selected as a participant because you are an adjunct instructor.  Full-time 
faculty members are not eligible to participate in this survey.  Please read this form before 
agreeing to be in the study. 
Background Information: 
 The purpose of this study will be to investigate how adjunct faculty perceives their 
motivation for obtaining professional development based on their institution type and career 
cluster.  The results of this study can be used by administrators to identify the unique needs of 
adjunct faculty for professional development.  This study can also be used to identify the need 
for additional resources to support adjunct faculty.   
Procedures: 
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 If you agree to be in this study, continue reading this consent form and click on the 
survey link at the bottom of this letter.  The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to 
complete. 
Risks and Benefits of being in the study: 
 Since the survey responses are anonymous, the risks are minimal.  There is no direct 
benefit to participating and there will be no compensation for participants. 
The following is a benefit to society: a better understanding of the professional development 
needs of adjunct faculty, for institutions, and for adjuncts to seek career development, which may 
increase instructor retention, provide better teaching approaches, create a more positive 
atmosphere, and help student success. 
Confidentiality: 
 The information that you provide on the survey will not contain any personally 
identifiable information.  There will not be information available to make it possible to identify a 
survey subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only the researcher and the 
committee will have access to the responses.  Since this is an electronic survey, participants will 
not have to identify themselves through participation, and therefore privacy and confidentiality 
of participants will be protected.  Data will be kept for a minimum of three years for the reason 
of potential future publications. 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 Participation in this study is voluntary.  If you decide to participate, please continue by 
clicking the link provide below.  You are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any 
time. 
Contacts and Questions: 
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 The researcher conducting this study is Mark A. Parrish.  If you have questions later, you 
are encouraged to contact him through email at mparrish3@liberty.edu.  
 If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review 
Board, 1971 University Blvd, Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@liberty.edu. 
Statement of Consent: 
 I have read and understood the above information.  By clicking on the link below and 
completing the survey, I am consenting to participate in the study. 
IRB Code Numbers: 2230 
LINK TO SURVEY: http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/2170821/Adjunct-Perceptions-of-
Professional-Development 
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APPENDIX F 
Demographics by Institution Type 
Table 16 
Demographics by Institution Type 
  University College Community Other 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Region Declined 6 5.3 4 10.5 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Midwest 26 23.0 6 15.8 14 23.3 2 22.2 
 Northeast 23 20.4 11 28.9 12 20.0 1 11.1 
 South 32 28.3 12 31.6 23 38.3 6 66.7 
 West 26 23.0 5 13.2 10 16.7 0 0.0 
          
Institution size Small 24 21.2 19 50.0 13 21.7 7 77.8 
 Medium 38 33.6 14 36.8 30 50.0 1 11.1 
 Large 51 45.1 5 13.2 17 28.3 1 11.1 
          
Age <29 5 4.4 1 2.7 4 6.8 0 0.0 
 30-39 17 15.0 4 10.8 8 13.6 1 11.1 
 40-49 30 26.5 12 32.4 12 20.3 1 11.1 
 50-59 34 30.1 15 40.5 21 35.6 5 55.6 
 60+ 27 23.9 5 13.5 14 23.7 2 22.2 
          
Gender Female 81 71.7 31 81.6 41 68.3 7 77.8 
 Male 32 28.3 7 18.4 17 28.3 2 22.2 
 Undefined 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.3 0 0.0 
          
Race/Ethnicity American 
Indian/Alaska 
0 0.0 1 2.7 2 3.4 0 0.0 
 Asia 3 2.7 2 5.4 0 0.0 1 11.1 
 Black 18 15.9 12 32.4 8 13.6 3 33.3 
 Hawaiian 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 White  82 72.6 20 54.1 45 76.3 5 55.6 
 Hispanic 5 4.4 0 0.0 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Other 0 0.0 1 2.7 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Declined 4 3.5 1 2.7 2 3.4 0 0.0 
          
Cluster Bridger 28 25.0 7 18.9 13 22.0 3 33.3 
 Mentor 14 12.5 3 8.1 4 6.8 0 0.0 
 Migrant 40 35.7 19 51.4 23 39.0 3 33.3 
 Traditionalist 30 26.8 8 21.6 19 32.2 3 33.3 
          
Experience <2 12 10.6 5 13.2 4 6.9 0 0.0 
 2 to 5 35 31.0 10 26.3 18 31.0 3 37.5 
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  University College Community Other 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
 6 to 10 34 30.1 10 26.3 22 37.9 2 25.0 
 11 to 15 19 16.8 9 23.7 6 10.3 2 25.0 
 15+ 13 11.5 4 10.5 8 13.8 1 12.5 
          
Discipline Arts/Humanities 23 20.7 9 23.7 17 28.8 2 22.2 
 Business 34 30.6 5 13.2 4 6.8 1 11.1 
 Career Skilled 
Trade Programs 
2 1.8 0 0.0 4 6.8 0 0.0 
 Edcation, 
Social,  
Behavioral and 
Human Services  
31 27.9 8 21.1 14 23.7 2 22.2 
 Health care 2 1.8 5 13.2 5 8.5 1 11.1 
 Nursing 3 2.7 1 2.6 1 1.7 0 0.0 
 Other 6 5.4 1 2.6 4 6.8 1 11.1 
 STEM 10 9.0 9 23.7 10 16.9 2 22.2 
          
Full time job Adjunct 41 36.0 14 37.8 30 51.7 4 44.4 
 Other 11 9.7 3 8.1 13 22.4 1 11.1 
 Not related to 
teaching 
12 10.6 7 18.9 2 3.4 1 11.1 
 Related to 
teaching 
49 43.4 13 35.1 13 22.4 3 33.3 
          
Degree Associate 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Bachelors 0 0.0 1 2.6 3 5.2 0 0.0 
 Masters 61 54.0 22 57.9 41 70.7 5 55.6 
 Doctorate 51 45.1 15 39.5 14 24.1 4 44.4 
 No Degree 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
          
Modality On-site 54 47.8 20 52.6 30 53.6 8 88.9 
 Online 28 24.8 8 21.1 5 8.9 1 11.1 
 Hybrid 31 27.4 10 26.3 21 37.5 0 0.0 
          
Teaching Day 37 32.7 12 32.4 26 44.8 2 22.2 
Time Evening 33 29.2 8 21.6 7 12.1 4 44.4 
 Weekend 0 0.0 2 5.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Combination 43 38.1 15 40.5 25 43.1 3 33.3 
Note: Community = Community College 
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APPENDIX G 
Demographics by Career Cluster 
Table 17 
Demographics by Career Cluster 
  Bridger Mentor Migrant Traditionalist 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Region Declined 2 3.9 1 4.8 3 5.0 5 5.9 
 Midwest 9 17.6 5 23.8 14 23.3 19 22.4 
 Northeast 8 15.7 6 28.6 14 23.3 19 22.4 
 South 22 43.1 5 23.8 17 28.3 29 34.1 
 West 10 19.6 4 19.0 12 20.0 13 15.3 
          
Institution  University 28 54.9 14 66.7 30 50.0 40 47.1 
 College 7 13.7 3 14.3 8 13.3 19 22.4 
 Community  13 25.5 4 19.0 19 31.7 23 27.1 
 Other 3 5.9 0 0.0 3 5.0 3 3.5 
          
Institution size Small 11 21.6 5 23.8 20 33.3 27 31.8 
 Medium 19 37.3 7 33.3 22 36.7 35 41.2 
 Large 21 41.2 9 42.9 18 30.0 23 27.1 
          
Age <29 0 0.0 1 5.0 5 8.3 4 4.7 
 30-39 8 15.7 1 5.0 14 23.3 7 8.2 
 40-49 11 21.6 5 25.0 17 28.3 21 24.7 
 50-59 16 31.4 6 30.0 21 35.0 31 36.5 
 60+ 16 31.4 7 35.0 3 5.0 22 25.9 
          
Gender Female 33 64.7 11 52.4 49 81.7 65 76.5 
 Male 18 35.3 9 42.9 11 18.3 20 23.5 
 Undefined 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
          
Race/Ethnicity American 
Indian/Alaska 
0 0.0 1 4.8 2 3.3 0 0.0 
 Asia 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 1.7 4 4.7 
 Black 14 27.5 2 9.5 12 20.0 13 15.3 
 Hawaiian 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
 White  35 68.6 15 71.4 40 66.7 61 71.8 
 Hispanic 1 2.0 1 4.8 1 1.7 3 3.5 
 Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.3 0 0.0 
 Declined 1 2.0 1 4.8 2 3.3 2 2.4 
          
Experience <2 3 6.0 2 9.5 6 10.2 9 10.6 
 2 to 5 14 28.0 7 33.3 19 32.2 26 30.6 
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  Bridger Mentor Migrant Traditionalist 
Descriptor  n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
 6 to 10 18 36.0 4 19.0 22 37.3 24 28.2 
 11 to 15 10 20.0 3 14.3 10 16.9 12 14.1 
 15+ 5 10.0 5 23.8 2 3.4 14 16.5 
          
Discipline Arts/Humanities 6 11.8 6 28.6 24 40.7 14 16.5 
 Business 16 31.4 4 19.0 6 10.2 18 21.2 
 Career Skilled 
Trade Programs 
2 3.9 2 9.5 1 1.7 1 1.2 
 Education, 
Social, 
Behavioral and 
Human Services  
16 31.4 3 14.3 15 25.4 21 24.7 
 Health care 3 5.9 0 0.0 1 1.7 9 10.6 
 Nursing 1 2.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 3 3.5 
 Other 2 3.9 1 4.8 4 6.8 5 5.9 
 STEM 5 9.8 4 19.0 8 13.6 14 16.5 
          
Full time job Adjunct 11 21.6 10 50.0 38 64.4 29 34.1 
 Other 11 21.6 1 5.0 3 5.1 12 14.1 
 Not related to 
teaching 
10 19.6 3 15.0 1 1.7 8 9.4 
 Related to 
teaching 
19 37.3 6 30.0 17 28.8 36 42.4 
          
Degree Associate 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Bachelors 3 5.9 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
 Masters 27 52.9 13 61.9 38 64.4 50 58.8 
 Doctorate 21 41.2 7 33.3 21 35.6 34 40.0 
 No Degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
          
Modality On-site 16 32.0 13 61.9 42 71.2 40 47.6 
 Online 17 34.0 3 14.3 4 6.8 17 20.2 
 Hybrid 17 34.0 5 23.8 13 22.0 27 32.1 
          
Teaching  Day 10 19.6 10 50.0 30 50.0 26 31.0 
Time Evening 19 37.3 7 35.0 7 11.7 19 22.6 
 Weekend 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.4 
 Combination 22 43.1 3 15.0 23 38.3 37 44.0 
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APPENDIX H 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Institution Type 
Table 18 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Institution Type 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Faculty Orientation Between Groups 1.086 3 .362 1.751 .158 
Within Groups 42.609 206 .207   
Total 43.695 209    
Classroom technology 
training (Smart boards, 
classroom equipment) 
Between Groups .756 3 .252 1.022 .384 
Within Groups 50.301 204 .247   
Total 51.058 207    
Online Instructional Design 
(Blackboard, Moodle, etc) 
Between Groups .835 3 .278 1.249 .293 
Within Groups 45.053 202 .223   
Total 45.888 205    
Syllabus creation Between Groups .116 3 .039 .203 .894 
Within Groups 37.384 196 .191   
Total 37.500 199    
Diverse student needs Between Groups .889 3 .296 1.293 .278 
Within Groups 45.574 199 .229   
Total 46.463 202    
Student behavioral issues Between Groups 1.662 3 .554 3.041 .030 
Within Groups 35.151 193 .182   
Total 36.812 196    
College policies for faculty Between Groups 1.229 3 .410 1.701 .168 
Within Groups 47.667 198 .241   
Total 48.896 201    
Classroom management 
skills 
Between Groups .839 3 .280 1.423 .237 
Within Groups 37.903 193 .196   
 Total  38.741 196    
Adult learning styles Between Groups .784 3 .261 1.237 .297 
 Within Groups 41.796 198 .211   
 Total 42.579 201    
Student support services Between Groups 1.171 3 .390 1.863 .137 
 Within Groups 40.647 194 .210   
 Total 41.818 197    
Learning theories Between Groups .121 3 .040 .214 .887 
 Within Groups 37.502 198 .189   
 Total 37.624 201    
Student retention Between Groups 1.786 3 .595 3.028 .031 
 Within Groups 38.534 196 .197   
 Total 40.320 199    
Student assessment: grading Between Groups .384 3 .128 .540 .655 
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 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
 Within Groups 46.491 196 .237   
 Total 46.875 199    
Student engagement Between Groups .547 3 .182 .796 .497 
 Within Groups 45.075 197 .229   
 Total 45.622 200    
Teacher effectiveness Between Groups .477 3 .159 .708 .549 
 Within Groups 44.078 196 .225   
 Total 44.555 199    
FERPA Between Groups .203 3 .068 .290 .832 
 Within Groups 45.592 196 .233   
 Total 45.795 199    
Student feedback to support 
learning 
Between Groups .382 3 .127 
.584 .626 
 Within Groups 42.105 193 .218   
 Total 42.487 196    
Course(s) specific to my 
specialty 
Between Groups 1.431 3 .477 
2.353 .073 
 Within Groups 39.749 196 .203   
 Total 41.180 199    
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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APPENDIX I 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Institution Type 
Table 19 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Institution Type 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
I would like more interaction 
with full-time faculty 
Between Groups 4.809 3 1.603 1.222 .303 
Within Groups 280.695 214 1.312   
Total 285.505 217    
       
To learn how to select and 
implement appropriate 
assessment methods  
Between Groups 5.156 3 1.719 1.545 .204 
Within Groups 235.802 212 1.112   
Total 240.958 215    
       
To learn how to manage the 
learning environment with a 
student-centered focus 
Between Groups 8.012 3 2.671 2.610 .052 
Within Groups 217.924 213 1.023   
Total 225.935 216    
       
To learn more about my 
teaching specialty 
Between Groups 7.426 3 2.475 2.078 .104 
Within Groups 252.532 212 1.191   
Total 259.958 215    
       
To have input in developing 
professional development 
courses 
Between Groups 7.574 3 2.525 1.983 .118 
Within Groups 273.723 215 1.273   
Total 281.297 218    
       
To learn about utilizing 
technology in my classroom 
Between Groups 1.444 3 .481 .453 .715 
Within Groups 226.390 213 1.063   
Total 227.834 216    
       
To learn about adult learning 
styles 
Between Groups 15.360 3 5.120 4.382 .005 
Within Groups 248.880 213 1.168   
Total 264.240 216    
       
To learn about effective 
teaching strategies 
Between Groups 9.690 3 3.230 3.551 .015 
Within Groups 192.810 212 .909   
Total 202.500 215    
       
To learn about helping to 
increase student retention 
Between Groups 21.341 3 7.114 6.340 .000 
Within Groups 238.973 213 1.122   
Total 260.313 216    
       
To learn about student support Between Groups 8.857 3 2.952 3.015 .031 
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 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
services Within Groups 203.671 208 .979   
Total 212.528 211    
       
To use social media to 
communicate with students 
Between Groups 10.356 3 3.452 2.049 .108 
Within Groups 358.897 213 1.685   
Total 369.253 216    
       
To learn about instructional 
design 
Between Groups 7.223 3 2.408 1.989 .117 
Within Groups 257.837 213 1.211   
Total 265.060 216    
       
To learn about online teaching 
Between Groups 7.409 3 2.470 1.891 .132 
Within Groups 271.662 208 1.306   
Total 279.071 211    
       
To learn to effectively work 
with diverse student 
populations 
Between Groups 8.259 3 2.753 2.560 .056 
Within Groups 230.108 214 1.075   
Total 238.367 217    
       
To learn about meeting the 
needs of special students  
Between Groups 3.600 3 1.200 1.013 .388 
Within Groups 253.597 214 1.185   
Total 257.197 217    
       
To learn how to provide 
effective feedback for students 
Between Groups 9.836 3 3.279 2.980 .032 
Within Groups 232.099 211 1.100   
Total 241.935 214    
       
To learn different learning 
theories (Constructivism, 
Andragogy and Pedagogy) 
Between Groups 12.316 3 4.105 3.099 .028 
Within Groups 280.791 212 1.324   
Total 293.106 215    
 
 
 
     
To learn about creating a 
student centered learning 
environment 
Between Groups 5.640 3 1.880 1.671 .174 
Within Groups 238.564 212 1.125   
Total 244.204 215    
       
To be mentored by a full-time 
faculty member 
Between Groups 6.048 3 2.016 1.182 .318 
Within Groups 358.163 210 1.706   
Total 364.210 213    
       
To be evaluated annually by 
my department head 
Between Groups 1.172 3 .391 .261 .854 
Within Groups 317.643 212 1.498   
Total 318.815 215    
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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APPENDIX J 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Career Cluster 
Table 20 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Offered by Career Cluster 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Faculty Orientation Between Groups 1.407 3 .469 2.266 .082 
Within Groups 42.023 203 .207   
Total 43.430 206    
Classroom technology training 
(Smart boards, classroom 
equipment) 
Between Groups .292 3 .097 .390 .760 
Within Groups 50.069 201 .249   
Total 50.361 204    
Online Instructional Design 
(Blackboard, Moodle, etc) 
Between Groups .869 3 .290 1.309 .273 
Within Groups 44.018 199 .221   
Total 44.887 202    
Syllabus creation Between Groups .714 3 .238 1.255 .291 
Within Groups 36.596 193 .190   
Total 37.310 196    
Diverse student needs Between Groups .270 3 .090 .388 .762 
Within Groups 45.525 196 .232   
Total 45.795 199    
Student behavioral issues Between Groups 2.764 3 .921 5.170 .002 
Within Groups 33.860 190 .178   
Total 36.624 193    
College policies for faculty Between Groups 1.514 3 .505 2.107 .101 
Within Groups 46.697 195 .239   
Total 48.211 198    
Classroom management skills Between Groups .947 3 .316 1.596 .192 
Within Groups 37.574 190 .198   
Total 38.521 193    
Adult learning styles Between Groups .712 3 .237 1.113 .345 
Within Groups 41.589 195 .213   
Total 42.302 198    
Student support services Between Groups 1.226 3 .409 1.936 .125 
Within Groups 40.313 191 .211   
Total 41.538 194    
Learning theories: 
constructivism, andragogy, 
pedagogy 
Between Groups .089 3 .030 .155 .927 
Within Groups 37.348 195 .192   
Total 37.437 198    
Student retention Between Groups .115 3 .038 .187 .905 
Within Groups 39.530 193 .205   
Total 39.645 196    
Student assessment: grading Between Groups .916 3 .305 1.301 .276 
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 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Within Groups 45.287 193 .235   
Total 46.203 196    
Student engagement Between Groups .218 3 .073 .313 .816 
Within Groups 45.035 194 .232   
Total 45.253 197    
Teacher effectiveness Between Groups .194 3 .065 .284 .837 
Within Groups 44.019 193 .228   
Total 44.213 196    
FERPA Between Groups .612 3 .204 .884 .450 
Within Groups 44.515 193 .231   
Total 45.127 196    
Student feedback to support 
learning 
Between Groups .561 3 .187 .853 .466 
Within Groups 41.625 190 .219   
Total 42.186 193    
Course(s) specific to my 
teaching specialty 
Between Groups .748 3 .249 1.210 .307 
Within Groups 39.760 193 .206   
Total 40.508 196    
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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APPENDIX K 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Career Cluster 
Table 21 
ANOVA Analysis of Professional Development Needed by Career Cluster 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
I would like more interaction 
with full-time faculty 
Between Groups 2.750 3 .917 .711 .546 
Within Groups 272.087 211 1.290   
Total 274.837 214    
       
To learn how to select and 
implement appropriate 
assessment methods  
Between Groups 3.287 3 1.096 .984 .401 
Within Groups 232.638 209 1.113   
Total 235.925 212    
       
To learn how to manage the 
learning environment with a 
student-centered focus 
Between Groups 1.115 3 .372 .350 .789 
Within Groups 222.666 210 1.060   
Total 223.780 213    
       
To learn more about my 
teaching specialty 
Between Groups 6.984 3 2.328 1.963 .121 
Within Groups 247.814 209 1.186   
Total 254.798 212    
       
To have input in developing 
professional development 
courses 
Between Groups 1.950 3 .650 .494 .687 
Within Groups 279.087 212 1.316   
Total 281.037 215    
       
To learn about utilizing 
technology in my classroom 
Between Groups 2.094 3 .698 .658 .579 
Within Groups 222.677 210 1.060   
Total 224.771 213    
       
To learn about adult learning 
styles 
Between Groups 2.919 3 .973 .790 .501 
Within Groups 258.651 210 1.232   
Total 261.570 213    
       
To learn about effective 
teaching strategies 
Between Groups 2.746 3 .915 .971 .407 
Within Groups 196.897 209 .942   
Total 199.643 212    
       
To learn about helping to 
increase student retention 
Between Groups 7.696 3 2.565 2.154 .095 
Within Groups 250.118 210 1.191   
Total 257.813 213    
       
To learn about student support Between Groups 3.646 3 1.215 1.202 .310 
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 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
services Within Groups 208.277 206 1.011   
Total 211.924 209    
       
To use social media to 
communicate with students 
Between Groups 2.954 3 .985 .577 .631 
Within Groups 358.191 210 1.706   
Total 361.145 213    
       
To learn about instructional 
design 
Between Groups 13.695 3 4.565 3.894 .010 
Within Groups 246.179 210 1.172   
Total 259.874 213    
       
To learn about online teaching 
Between Groups 1.646 3 .549 .411 .746 
Within Groups 273.914 205 1.336   
Total 275.560 208    
       
To learn to effectively work 
with diverse student 
populations 
Between Groups 4.932 3 1.644 1.500 .216 
Within Groups 231.189 211 1.096   
Total 236.121 214    
       
To learn about meeting the 
needs of special students  
Between Groups 4.399 3 1.466 1.235 .298 
Within Groups 250.438 211 1.187   
Total 254.837 214    
       
To learn how to provide 
effective feedback for 
students: 
Between Groups 1.571 3 .524 .458 .712 
Within Groups 237.599 208 1.142   
Total 239.170 211    
       
To learn different learning 
theories  
 
Between Groups 1.607 3 .536 .388 .762 
Within Groups 288.825 209 1.382   
Total 290.432 212    
       
To learn about creating a 
student centered environment 
Between Groups 6.154 3 2.051 1.822 .144 
Within Groups 235.339 209 1.126   
Total 241.493 212    
      
To be mentored by a full-time 
faculty member 
Between Groups 5.512 3 1.837 1.067 .364 
Within Groups 356.422 207 1.722   
Total 361.934 210    
       
To be evaluated annually by 
my department head 
Between Groups 5.351 3 1.784 1.226 .301 
Within Groups 304.114 209 1.455   
Total 309.465 212    
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
